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PREFACE 


I po not think there could be any greater service from a 
literary point of view to the students and admirers, if such are 
still to be found, of the three great tragic poets of Greece, than 
to direct their attention to the many gross and mischievous 
interpolations with which our texts are deformed. It is not one 
of the least services that Dindorf has rendered in this depart- 
ment of ancient literature, that he has shown himself alive to 
this, and has indicated many hundreds of spurious verses, which 
were before presented to the readers of Greek tragedy, as the 
genuine work of those great authors, into whose text they have 
been intruded. He has also pointed out the great antiquity of 
these corruptions, and that therefore no MS. authority, or quota- 
tions in ancient authors can vouch for the genuineness of any 
passage in the three tragic poets, whose works have come down to 
us. He has shown with much acuteness from a mutilated passage 
of Philodemus, found in the remains of his works discovered at 
Herculaneum, that he had the same corrupt and interpolated 
text before him, which we now read in the opening verses of the 
Ion of Euripides. Not only is this text unworthy of Euri- 
pides in style and manner, but it violates a received metrical 
rule religiously observed by the tragic poets whatever may be 
alleged to the contrary, and one can hardly doubt well-known 
to Philodemus and his contemporaries. And yet Philodemus 
was either content to accept this text, or knew of no better one. 

It seems to me however that though much has been done in 
this direction, much remains to be done, and I have therefore 





nature of things the version is a free one, still it is a version, 
not an adaptation, and we may I think gather from it with some 
approach to certainty, how far the text Cicero used agreed with or 
differed from, that we now find in the Laurentian MS. I will 
present the original and the version side by side for the purpose 
of comparison, marking those verses in the Greek which do not 
appear to be represented in the Latin version, and will then 
proceed to comment on them. 


O multa dictu gravia, perpessu aspera, : : 
quae corpore exantlavi, atque animo pertuli, 

Nee mihi Junonis terror implacabilis, 

nec tantum invexit tristis Eurystheus mali, 

quantum una vecors Oenei partu edita. 5 
Haec me inretivit veste furiali inscium, 

quae lateri inhaerens morsu lacerat viscera, 

urgensque graviter pulmonem haurit spiritus. 

Jam decolorem sanguinem omnem exsorbuit.. 

Sic corpus clade horribili absumptum extabuit : 10 
ipse illigatus peste interimor textili. 

Hos—non hostilis dextera, non terra edita 


moles Gigantum, non biformato impetu ° 
Centaurus ictus corpori inflixit meo ; 
non Graia vis, non barbarum ulla immanitas, 15 


non saeva gens terris relegata ultimis, 

quas peragrans undique omnem hinc feritatem expull : 

sed feminea vir, feminea interimor manu, 

O nate, verum hoc nomen usurpa patri, 

ne me occidentem matris superet caritas. 20 
Huc arripe ad me manibus abstractam piis, 

Jam cernam, mene, an illam potiorem putes. 

Perge, aude, nate, patris illacrima pestibus 

miserere ! Gentes nostras flebunt miserias. 

Heu! virginalem me ore ploratum edere, 25 





moAXovrw oixrpoy, cotis Hore rapbévos 

BéBpvxa xrAdwv, cai 758° odx Gv els zrore 

tovd’ avipa. hain rpdo8’ iseiv SeSpaxdra, 

*GNN’ dorévaxros ality cirduyv xaxois,* 

viv 5’ éx rovovrou GpAvs yUpyyaterdAas. 1075 

Kat viv mpooe\Oov ornOt tAnoiov warpos, 

oxépat O Grolas tadra cupdopas tro 

wérovOa’ Sei~w yap Tad’ éx xadvppdrov. 

ov, Oedobe mavres *dOA0v Séna5,* 

*Spare rov Svoryvoy, ds olxrpas exw". 1080 

*aiat radas*. 

*ZOadwev drys oracpos dprius, 6 5 ad* 

*Singe mAevpdv, ovd’ dyvpvactdv p’ éay* 

*ZouKxev 4 TaAawwva. SidBopos vocos.* 

tiga "Aién, Séfae p’,* 1085 
® Aws dxris, ratcov.* 

Poh dvag, éyxaraoxnpov Bédos, 

wWarTep, Kepavvov. daivuTat yap av maAv, 

WvOnxev, edppnxev. & xépes, xépes, 

& vara cat orépy’, © piror Bpayioves, 1090 

iucts éxelvor On xabéoral’, ot more 

Nepéas evotxov, BovxdAwy dAdoropa, 

*éovr,’ arAarov Opéupa. Karpooiyopoy* 

Bia xarepydcacGe, Acpvaiay & vdpayv, 

Supuy 7’ duuxrov trmoBdpova orparov, 1095 

*Onpav, tBpurriy, avopov, trépoxov Biav* 

’"Epupavéidv re Onpa, rov @ id yOovos 

“AwWou tpixpavov oxviAak’, dmpdapaxov répas, 

Seas 'Exidvns Opéupa, tov re xpvoéwy 

Spdxovra pydwy pidar’ én’ éoyxdrows téros 1100 

dAXwv te 6xOuv prupiwy éyevoduny, 

Kovoels TpoTal eoTyGE TOV EudV xEpav. 
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quem vidit nemo ulli ingemiscentem malo. 

Sic feminata virtus afflicta occidit. 

Assiste nate, assiste, miserandum aspice 

eviscerati corpus laceratum patris. 

Videte cuncti ; tuque caelestum sator 30 


jace, obsecro, in me vim coruscam fulminis ! 

Nunc, nunc dolorum anxiferi torquent vertices : 

nune serpit ardor. O ante victrices manus, 

o pectora, o terga, o lacertorum tori ! 

vestrone pressu quondam Nemaeus leo 35 
frendens efflavit graviter extremum halitum } 

Haec dextra Lernam tetram, mactata excetra, 

placavit : haec bicorporem afflixit manum : 
Erymanthiam haec vastificam abjecit belluam : 

haec e Tartarea tenebrica abstractum plaga 40 
tricipitem advexit Hydra generatum canem : 

haec interemit tortu multiplicabili 

draconem auriferam obtutu observantem arborem. 
multa alia victrix nostra lustravit manus, 

nec quisquam a nostris spolia cepit laudibus. 45 
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5,1050 Vecors seems hardly to answer to SoAGms. Seva, 
wild-eyed, an epithet applied to the Furies (0.C. 84) might be 
rendered by vecors, whereas fallax would satisfy the metre and 
more properly represent SoAGms. I think it not unlikely then 
that Cicero read: Seway dx’ Oivéws, where dd would answer to, 
partu edita. 

11,1057 peste textili. This would suggest idavrg rather 
than d¢pdorw. It is perhaps however against this that we find 
ipavrév in 1052. But possibly we should read there iordrovov 
(compare Ranae 1315), and that idayrdv is a gloss, which has led 
to ddpdory in place of Sdavrg here. One would suppose from 
Ranae 1315 that iordrovov was a word used by Euripides. To 
call the fatal robe, ‘a net fashioned on the loom,’ would not be — 
inappropriate. 

12,13; 1058, 1059 Here Cicero seems to have been no 
more able to make anything of Adyyy wedids than later commen- 
tators. He has consequently avoided the difficulty by rendering, 
hostilis dextera. But it is very unlikely Sophocles should have 
made so very general a statement, where a particular instance is 
rather required. -redids, I take it means ‘on foot,’ as opposed to 
something on horseback. I would suggest that these two verses 
should be read thus: xov radra wediis yyyevois Adyyy otparod | ovl 
immoBdpwv p’ are Onpeos Bia. Thus the mounted Centaurs and 
the giants who fought on foot will be properly opposed to each 
other. I hold then that here Cicero had a corrupt text before 
him, and the same that we read. Tvydvrwv, which Cicero so dis- 
tinctly recognizes, has arisen I suppose from an explanation, and 
has led to the corruption of the original text. Cicero’s bifor- 
mato seems to be borrowed from the didva of 1095 (Cic. 38) , 
where he renders it ‘ bicorporem.’ But he does not seem to know 
anything of 1096, and I do not believe he read it. There are 
however several reasons for supposing 1095, though vouched for 
by Cicero, to be an interpolation. First. The combat with the 
Centaurs has been before mentioned in 1059, where Cicero is 
clearly right in understanding Oyjpeos to refer to the Centaurs, 
though he seems to have in his mind a single Centaur. Second. 
Tt has in any case no place where we find it, for all the other 
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examples with which it is mixed up, belong to the twelve labours,’ 
Third. The epithets, didv7, irmoBdpova, are incompatible, and repre- 
sent two distinct views as to the nature of the Centaurs, the one 
answering to the earlier view that the Centaurs were a tribe of 
horsemen, the other to the later one, that they were a compound 
of aman and ahorse. Fourth. The anapaest d:dva is contrary 
to the usual practice of Sophocles, who as I will show avoids 
beginning a verse with an anapaest, unless it is contained in a 
proper name, while Aeschylus on the contrary seems to prefer 
doing so. I hold then irroBdpova to have been transferred to 
the spurious verse 1095 from the genuine verse 1059. It should 
be noted that Cicero takes no notice of immroBdywv, but it in no 
way therefore follows that he did not read it, any more than his 
amplification of don éyd | yaiav xafaipwv ixopnv (1060, 1061) that 
we find in 16, 17 is a proof that he read any otherwise than we 
do now. Still I think his brief rendering of 1062, 1063 in 18, 
raises a suspicion of interpolation in those verses, and it seems to 
me he had only one verse before him, which perhaps was some- 
thing like this: d\\’ dvdpa révde Ondus fre yelp porn. 

1069 This verse, as Dindorf points out, is not acknowledged by 
Cicero and I do not doubt it is spurious. In 1068 then I think we 
should read for xeivys opav, xeivys wépos, which is to some extent 
suggested by Cicero’s version of 1068 (22), while épay is clearly 
due to the interpolation of 1069. 

1078 deliv yap dd ex xodvppdrov, might seem not to be 
represented in Cicero’s version (28, 29) but it is in fact implied 
by the words, laceratum corpus. Hercules pulling open his 
garments as he utters the words, displays his body mangled by 
the poison. No version then would adequately render these 
words, unless accompanied by the appropriate action. 

1079-1086 Nothing that lies between the words, idot, Gedo be 
wavres, and 1087 is represented in Cicero’s version, and I do not 
suppose he read what we find there now. His words (30, 31) 

1 Nodoubt the battle between Hercules and the Centaurs is connected with 
the story of the Erymanthian boar, and that has led to the insertion of 1095. 
where we find it. But the tragic poets seem to take the battle with the 


giants and that with the Centaurs together, as here in 1058, 1059, with 
which compare Herc. Fur. 176-182. 


@29 + VAWUVT VUULUL, VUYUO UAUIUDUULLL DALVUL, | JAUu, UUOUULU, 1 
me vim coruscam fulminis. I should suppose then what he 
read was something like this : ov, OedoOe wavres: (he calls on the 
by-standers to see his condition as well as Hyllus) dAAa, Adooopat, 
continuing as we now read in 1087. Cicero’s, caelestum sator, 
is I suppose to be accounted for by his combining dvaf and 
watep, 80 that he understands Hercules not to invoke Zeus as his 
father, but as the father and king of the gods. It may of course 
be argued, that the passage in question was purposely left out by 
Cicero. The question is one of probability, and admits of no 
certain decision. I would observe however that 1080 is a some- 
what feeble verse, and that 1081-1084 simply expresses, what is 
more vigorously and concisely repeated in 1088, 1089. There is 
a somewhat similar instance in Strabo (p. 469), who in quoting 
from the Bacchae takes no notice of the words, as éx—pyrtpos, 
(56-59) but joins on, éud 6° etpyyara, in 59 to yuvaikes in 56, 80 
that etpypara applies to the women and not to the tympana. It 
‘is commonly held that there is a lacuna in his text, while I am 
of opinion that there is no lacuna but that the words in question 
are interpolated. One strong objection to them is, that they 
describe the tympanum as the invention of Bacchus and his 
mother Rhea, while in the Chorus (121-129) it is described as 
the invention of the Corybantes. A further objection is the 
occurrence of two successive verses beginning with trisyllabic 
feet, which even in the later plays of Euripides is a suspicious 
circumstance, except under these three conditions: lst, that each 
verse, or, 2nd, one of them, begins with a proper name, 3rd 
that two similar or opposite words should be contrasted at the 
beginning of the verses, of which Suppl. 556, 557 is an example. 
I have also to observe that when these words are omitted r 
becomes superfluous in 60, and BaciAea therefore impossible. I 
would then read for that word rvpavvix’, and thus 60 will no 
longer begin with a trisyllabic foot in succession to Oiagos in 56, 
which will come immediately before 60, if the words referred to 
are left out. There is no difficulty in supposing Bacchus to call 
the women who follow him his etjpyyara. The word conveys 
precisely the same idea, as is contained in the interpolated 


be found in 0.2. 1105 «i6’ 6 Baxxetos Oeds—o’ etpypa Ségar’ & Tov 
Nupgav “EAXcxwvidwv. There no doubt eipyya in the sense of 
* find,’ applies rather to the Nymphs, and in that of, ‘ valued 
object,’ to Bacchus, while here both verses apply to Bacchus 
alone, but that does not seem to me a very serious difference. 

1092 is not represented in Cicero’s version (35, 36), nor I 
admit BovxdAwv dAdoropa in 1091. I think however 1092 is 
spurious, and that we should read in 1091, Néueov A€ovra, for 
Nepéas évorxov, and that the verse was so read by Cicero. 

1098 dapécpayxov répas. Dindorf in his note on this verse 
gives reasons, which make me inclined to think we should read 
paipaxov for dxpdcpayov. Cicero (40, 41) takes no notice of 
ampécpaxov tépas, but neither did he take any of BovxddAwv 
aAdoropa, so that no certain inference can be drawn from this. 
Otherwise one might be inclined to regard the omission as a 
confirmation of paiuaxov, a word he might very possibly not 
understand. 

1099, 1100. (41, 42) én’ écydrors rdrors (1100) seems to be 
borrowed from P.V. 348, has all the appearance of an inter- 
polation, and is not recognised by Cicero. Nor is there anything 
in the Greek on the other hand corresponding to tortu multi- 
plicabili, or to obtutu observantem, unless we should accept this 
as a paraphrase of gvAaxa. I would suggest that the true 
reading is: tov re qoAvrAoxov | Spdxovra pyAwy xpvoéwy éxioxorov. 
woAvrXoxov (compare Medea 482) would then correspond to tortu 
multiplicabili, and ériocxorov to obtutu observantem. 

From this analysis it would seem to result that though Cicero 
had before him a text free from many interpolations we now 
read, still it was itself corrupted in some important particulars. 

There is another interesting example of a Latin version of 
avery difficult, and as it now stands hardly intelligible passage of 
the Medea, to which I shall now refer. The version indeed is 
rather a paraphrase than a version, still there can be no doubt it 
is intended to give the sense of what we find in Med. 214-218, as 
follows: KoptvOua yuvaikes, €&pAOov Sépwv | py pot te péeuynod’: 
old yap zoAAous Bporav | ceuvods yeyaras, Tots pév Gppdtwv azo, 





pa@vmiav. In Cicero’s Lp. Div. 7. 6. we find then a version by 
Ennius of this passage just given: Quo consilio profectus es id 
assiduitate et virtute consequere. Hoc tibi tam ignoscemus nos 
amici quam ignoscerent Medeae ‘quae Corinthiam arcem altam 
habebant matronae opulentae, optimates’: quibus illa manibus 
gypsatissimis persuasit, ne sibi vitio illae verterent, quod abesset 
a patria, nam, ‘Multi suam rem bene gessere et publicam patria 
procul: multi gui domi aetatem agerent propterea sunt 
improbati., Quorum in numero tu certe fuisses, nisi te 
extrusissemus. 

Here notwithstanding the great freedom of the translation, as 
shown by the amplification of the words KoptvOta: yuvaixes, it 
will I think appear that the quotation we have before us is 
intended to represent the text of Euripides, as Ennius under- 
stood or misunderstood it. It strikes one no doubt as strange 
that Ennius should have attached to the words, égAov ddpuuv, 
the sense, ‘I have left my home,’ but in spite of this we 
shall find I believe, that except in one important particular, 
Ennius had before him, and meant to render, what we now 
read. For it is clear that the words of Cicero taken from 
Ennius, ‘ ne sibi vitio illae verterent,’ exactly answer to, ‘ uy pot Te 
pépinobe,’ only that his primary error as to é&7Aov Séuwv has led 
him to render, ‘ Do not blame me,’ instead of, ‘ Lest you should 
blame me.’ So farall is clear, but at first sight it is not so easy 
to understand, what connexion, oida yap woAXots Bporav | cepvods 
yeyatas, Tous pév dupdrwv dio, | rovs 8 év Oupaios, can have 
with, multi suam rem bene gessere et publicam patria procul. 
Ennius then understanding cenvots yeyotas in a good sense, as 
equivalent to, ‘having acquired distinction,’ has paraphrased it 
by, ‘rem suam et publicam bene gessere,’ while he has sup- 
posed that two ideas, that Euripides has kept distinct by rots per, 
rovs dé, were in fact the same, and that both éuparwv do, and év 
dvpaios, answered to theidea of patria procul. Now if &v 
Gvpaiors means really among strangers, as Ennius understood it, 
and as I hold it actually to mean, dz’ éypnarwy seems very im- 
properly opposed to it. lf however we suppose Ennius to have 











into imagining it to convey substantially the same idea as éy 
Ovpaios. For, éuoyevav dzo he would understand to mean, 
‘ away from their kindred’ or ‘ countrymen,’ and therefore ‘ among 
foreigners.’ No one so far as I can see has been able to give a 
satisfactory sense to dupdrwv dav, whereas by reading époyevov 
azo, @ clear and distinct meaning can as it seems to me be ob- 
tained. Reading then éyoyevav do, I would render the passage 
thus : 

Ladies of Corinth, I have come forth from the house, lest you 
should have occasion to find fault with me; for I know that 
many men of haughty bearing have incurred 1eproach, some from 
their own kinsfolk, and others among strangers. 

I conceive that the idea contained in péyiyynobe is to be re- 
peated after yeyd7as, as though Euripides had written : ofda yap 
mwoAXovs Bporav ceuvots yey@ras 5a otro eyopévous (since 
uéupopar has no passive). 

We may observe that ‘qui domi aetatem agerent propterea 
sunt improbati,’ is plainly a rendering of of 8 ad’ yaovxov 
moods x.7.X., the primary error of understanding by é&A6ov 
Scuwv, ‘ patria excessi,’ being repeated in the paraphrase of, oi 8 
ad yovxov Todds, by, qui domi aetatem agerent. 

As regards éupdrwv do it may be further said, that whereas in 
the sense of ‘ out of sight,’ it will fit into the passage as Ennius 
understands it, yet none of the efforts to adapt it to the sense in 
which we understand the words is satisfactory : on the other hand 
époyevav azo is more suitable to Ennius’ version, and unless I am 
mistaken, in harmony with the passage correctly understood, 
which dppdrwyv azo is not. 

An example of obvious and mischievous interpolations being 
accepted and deliberately approved by authors, who one would 
have supposed should have known better, is to be found in 
Plut. 2, p. 454c., where he says; domep 7 EAdévy tiv adeAdidnv 
mpocayopevoaca, mapfeve paxpov 5y pyxos 'HAéxtpa xpovov, 


napwtuvey eizeiv, Owe ye ppoveis eV Tore ALTovo’ aicxpws dopovs. 

Now as to this last verse two things are obvious : first, that it is 

not the retort to the one first quoted, for that is Orest. 72, and 
b 
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this 97, whereas it should be found between 80 and 87; second, 
chat it is spurious. If any one will examine the passage for 
himself, he will see that 101 not 99 properly and naturally 
answers to 98, raising the presumption that 99, 100, are spurious. 
He will further note that it is Electra’s eue to conciliate: Helen, 
and that she endeavours to do so, as far as her savage nature 
and her detestation of Helen as an abandoned woman will allow 
her. Her real feelings are sufficiently indicated by the genuine 
verse 103, the hostile intention of which is evident, though there 
is no direct reproach addressed to Helen, for the feeling of the 
Argives towards her is merely stated as a fact. But what we 
find in 99 is direct and open abuse, involving a solecism in art, of 
which Euripides would be the last man to be guilty. 

The real retort indeed to 72 is contained in the words, paxdpics 
@ 6 ods wéors, in 86, where Electra with ferocious irony implies 
that Menelaus is a lucky man to possess so admirable a wife as 
Helen. Nothing no doubt under the circumstances could be 
more imprudent, but a woman of Electra’s temper, could not be 
expected to refrain from replying by a coup-de-griffe to the spite- 
ful insolence of Helen. Here then is a fine scene deformed by 
a clumsy interpolation at least as old as the time of Plutarch, 
and probably far older, and as it would seem generally accepted 
as the genuine text of Euripides. Nothing indeed can be more 
admirable than the manner in which he depicts the malice of the 
one woman, and the deadly hatred of the other, poorly disguised 
by a flimsy mask of good-will, and it is precisely here that the 
interpolator intrudes his tasteless rubbish. 

To take another example—Eur. Phoen, 515, 516, wav yap 
é€aipet Adyos | 6 Kal oidypos roAeuiwy Spacey av. Here a mani- 
festly unsatisfactory reading might be supposed to be supported 
by Plutarch’s authority, if we could be quite sure that he read 
what in our texts he is credited with reading. For we find in 
Plut. Vit. Pyrrhi. 14: éB8eBaiov ro Evpuriderov, are wav efatpet 
Adyos, O Kat aidypos woAepiuy dpaceev av. ‘O -yoov Ivppos edeye 


mAefovas wdAes tro Kuvéov rots Adyots, y Tots o7Aos Up’ EavToU 
mpooyyGa. We should then expect wAcéov’ rather than wav if the 
metre would admit, and 7 «ai, not 6 cai, And this view we shall 
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find confirmed by Julian, who (p. 73 b.) thus alludes to this pas- 
sage: BaciWeds 8’ of prev GAxis Epyov éori kai Oupod xpyrat Tots GrAots 
Kat kparet upBovAla, ob dé povov édeyoe yvopns, Tavty KvBepva Kat 
KatepyaleTat Tpdypara Tooavra Groaa ovde 6 cidnpos éfeAety inxvoet. 
A quotation however by Themistius of the same verses throws 
some light on the matter. He says (Or. xiv. p. 175. ed. Steph. 
1562) ws Sé ror codov 4 tpaywodia, Kat POeyyera emdgia THs 
pbeyyonevyns, wodAG efatpet Adyos, & Kal a(Snpos wor€pLos Spacerev ay, 
where I suspect we should read jy for xai/, and possibly too in our 
text of Euripides. Themistius seems to be quoting incorrectly 
from memory, but here again we should expect zAciova—7 kai, 
though I admit zoAAG—<a py will give a satisfactory sense, and one 
might be disposed to think that woAAd (i.e. woAAd y’) was the true 
reading, were it not for the passages I have quoted from Plutarch 
and Julian. I think then that ydp, which is not to be found in 
Plutarch or Themistius, is an intruder, and that we should read 
grciov’ é€aipet Adyos in 515, and 7 xaf in the next verse. Ishould 
then suppose that in the original text of Plutarch it was orc 
mAciova and 7 xai, and that it was corrected (as he supposed) by 
some copyist from our present text of Euripides. I am of course 
aware that in Plutarch we could not expect to find ydp for it is 
replaced by éri, but that is not the case with the quotation as 
given by Themistius. 

Another kind of interpolation is of verses quoted from the 
tragic poets by some author, and from him transferred to the 
text of the plays we read. A singular instance of this, where the 
author is supposed to quote the verse which has been interpo- 
lated from him, is to be found in Bacchae 8: ruddpmeva, Siov re 
tupos ere Lacav prdya. It is alleged that re, which is doubly 
contra metrum, can be left out, and that the verse is quoted by 
Plutarch (Vit. Sol. 1). I deny both these assertions ; we cannot 
do without re, and the verse is not quoted by Plutarch, but 
borrowed from him by the interpolator. In Plutarch (J. c.) we 
find : cai wapepvAage tupopévnv adpov wupos ere Lacav dAdya, which 
in the Teubner edition is most unwarrantably altered to ruddpeva 
Stov updos ért Lacav pAdya, to make it correspond with the text of 
Euripides, rupdpeva being very absurdly supposed to be in agree- 


ment with what follows dAdya, viz. rHv épwrikyy pyypnv Kal xapw. 
tudopnevny however has nothing to do with the verse quoted by 
Plutarch, to which the words, ddpod rupds Ere Lavav PAdya, alone 
belong, and which is therefore imperfect at the beginning by three 
syllables. The interpolator having stolen the idea from Plutarch 
changed diov to ddpov, I suppose to conceal] the fraud, though with 
as much success as an ostrich who fancies it is hidden when it 
places its head ina bush. But as will appear from various ex- 
amples, it seems to be an invariable practice of such interpolators 
to make some kind of alteration in the verses they steal. He 
wrote then diov, failing apparently to see that re was required, 
which was afterwards inserted by some corrector in defiance of 
metre, though had dépot been retained re might have been placed 
in the verse salvo metro. He then added 9 out of his own 
head, making bad worse. For these verses would make Dionysus 
state that smoke still ascended from the ruins of his mother’s 
house, which might be tolerated, but he adds that this is an ever- 
lasting memorial of Hera’s triumph over Semele. Yet in the 
verses that follow, he views the scene with complacency, and 
commends Cadmus for turning the spot into a sacred enclosure 
in honour of his mother’s memory. 8, 9 then are out of 
harmony with what follows, and thus convict themselves of 
interpolation. I would further note that at the outset they 
render themselves suspicious by the fact that they both begin 
with a trisyllabic foot, without falling under the conditions I have 
pointed out (p. xiv.), and this suspicion appears to be confirmed 
by what they contain. 

Another instance of this kind deserves notice because the 
apparent quotation by Plutarch of Jph. A. 449, 450, might lead 
to the inference that the part of the play in which they occur 
was genuine, while on the contrary they seem to have been bor- 
rowed from him. He says (Vit. Nie. 5 ad fin.), rw 8’ dvte rovotros 
jv 6 Nexiov Bios, dor’ adrov eiety tO Tov ’Ayapéuvovos eis abrov’ 
apoorarny Sé tov Biov | tov dyKov éxopnev, TO 8 GyAw SovAcvoper. 
Here the objection will at once occur that, supposing Nicias 
really applied these verses to himself, they cannot belong to the 
Iph. A., for that was not written till after Nicias’ death, 
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Let us suppose however that some anecdote-monger put these 
words into Nicias’ mouth, and it might be alleged with sore 
probability that they might be from the Jph. A., and that neither 
he nor Plutarch would trouble himself about the anachronism. 
I would call then attention to the form in which they present 
themselves in our (so-called) text of Euripides. In Plutarch we 
have a statement full of point, and I do not doubt Euripidean, 
for it is expressed in a manner thoroughly characteristic of him. 
Agamemnon says, that we make pomp and position our god, that 
we place this as it were before our doors, ss our tutelary deity, 
and that with all this vain show, we are nothing after all but 
the slaves of the populace. In our Jph. A. on the other hand we 
find this sentence given in the following pointless and unmeaning 
fashion: mpooraryy 5& tov Biov | rov Sypov exonev te 7’ dxAwW 
SovAevopev. It is not easy to suppose that any mere copyist 
would have so deformed the words of Euripides, but an interpo- 
lator taking them over from Plutarch might very well have so 
dealt with them. The substitution of djpov for dyxov turns a 
pointed statement into a mere tautology. 

I would like however to point out that the verses that intro- 
duce these words seem to be slightly corrupted and wrongly 
punctuated, and that the confusion has been increased by the 
critics placing ‘dzayra at the beginning of 448 instead of 449, and 
dvoABa at the beginning of 449 instead of 448. Restoring then 
these words to their original position, I would read 447-450 thus : 
kat yap Saxpioa: padiws abrois éxec | dvoABa 1’ eizelv, of S& yevvaior 
gvow (P. C. ro 82 yervaiw piow) | dravra radra (P. C. have a full 
stop after ratra) mpoordryv re (P. C. ye) tod Biov, | rov Sjuov exomev 
To 7 OxAw SovAcvopuev. t.¢e. For it is easy for them to weep and 
lament themselves, but we who are of noble birth, in all these 
things have the people as the patrons of our life, and are slaves 
to the multitude. The words then as given in Plutarch would 
seem to have a totally different sense and connexion from what 
they have here. I would observe that the slight alteration I 
have made in the text removes the difficulty as to dvoABa and 
aravra, and justifies the first person in éxouev, which otherwise 
does not well connect with what goes before, 
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An example of verses bodily taken over from another play, 
and slightly altered, as we have found in the two cases I have 
treated, is to be found in Andr. 1283, where we read: ov ydp 
mot’ av mpageav éx Gedy xax@s, Which does not very well connect 
with what goes before. But in Stob. 70, 10 we find: Evpuridov 
év’Avriomeig. mac d’ ayyéAAw Bporots | éoOAGv dx’ avdpav edyevy 
omeipev téxva. | ov yap wor’ av mpdgeay és réAos Kax@s. Here we 
see at once that the verse in question connects better with the 
two that go before it, than it does with those which precede it in 
the Andromache. We may then safely infer it is interpolated 
there, without laying any particular stress, as it would be unsafe 
to do, on the fact that it is quoted as from the Antiope in 
Stobaeus, though here the presumption is strengthened by the 
very verses which precede 1283 being quoted without it by 
Stobaeus in 72, 3. I would take occasion to observe that where 
in Stob. 72, 4, five verses are quoted as from the Cvessae, with the 
note (in the Oxford ed. of 1822) that the last three are from Eur. 
Elec. 1097-1099, there is no more reason to suppose they belong 
there than to the Cressae, for they might be left out without 
injury to sense or connexion, and therefore Stobaeus is entitled 
to the benefit of the doubt. 

Before proceeding to an examination of the plays in detail, I 
will give an example of a form of corruption, at once very 
common and very pernicious, I mean the intrusion of glosses into 
the text, either along with the word they explain or what is far 
worse and far more common in place of it. My example will be 
of the former kind, and is contained in Ajax 562, 563, where we 
read : rotov ruAwpov piAaxa Tedxpov dpi coi | Aelpw rpodys doxvov 
éura, kel ravev x.t.X. Here it is clear that @vAaxa is a gloss on 
mudwpov, and it should be clear that the form éuza, which is a 
consequence of its intrusion, is inadmissible. I would read then : 
Totov TuAwpov adi cot Aeiiyw tpopiys | doxvov Eras, Tedxpov, & rat, 
kel TAaVOV K.T.A. . 

I am tempted here to add a remarkable example not from 
the tragic poets, but from an epigram ascribed to Anacreon, and 
at any rate of antique grace and simplicity, and well worthy to 
be freed from the corruption which has deformed it, I refer to 
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the epigram which is given as Fr. 108 in Bergk’s Lyrici Graeci. 
I will give it first as we find it in the Cod. Vat. and then as I 
conceive it should be read. 


e cn , ™” > € ’ 9 ’ 2 A 
9 TOV Ovpoov Exovo’ EXixwvias, 7 Te Tap’ adrp 
, 4 ? 2 4 ) , 
EavOirmy TAavxy 7’, és ydpov épxopevat 
> ” ~ , ‘ , 
€€ opeos xwpedor, Avwviaw dé hépovor 
Q ‘ A , Q 4 
KUTOOV, KaL OTAPVAHV, TLova Kal XLpLapov. 


I would read: 


7 TOV Oupaov éxovo’ ‘EAtxwvids, ai re rap’ avTy 
EavOirmrn TAavkn 1’, és dé xopov cvpevat 
é€ opeos xupetor, Awwviow dé pépovar 


‘ ‘ A ‘4 N a 
Kigoov, kal oradvAnV, Tiova Kai xipmapor. 


The gloss orepxopevat got into the text, was altered metri gratia 
to épxdmevar, and led to the whole confusion by expelling the 
necessary particle dé. 

I have now only to state certain marks, which I conceive to be 
evidence, that a verse is spurious or has been tampered with. 

First : Absence of caesura. Second: If the cretic canon is 
violated. Third: If an anapaest in a proper name (except in the 
first. place) does not conform to the rule, that the name could not 
be brought into the verse at all without it. Fourth: If the form 
MevéAaos (as opposed to MevéAews) is found in any verse that does 
not belong to a lyric part of tbe play, 7.6. in iambics or tetra- 
metre trochaics. Fifth: Elision of oa (in tragedy, for it is admis- 
sible in the satyric drama). Sixth: (in Aeschylus) If two succes- 
sive verses begin with a trisyllabic foot ; (in Sophocles) if so begin- 
ning they do not both begin with a proper name ; (in Euripides 
except in the later plays) unless under the rules I have already 
stated (p. xii.). The most frequent examples of successive verses 
beginning with trisyllabic feet in Euripides (not under the rules 
referred to) are to be found in the Orestes the Phoenissae and the 
Bacchae, and naturally in the spurious parts of the Zph. A. That 
some of these may be genuine I will not deny, but it can be shown 
conclusively in some cases, and plausible reasons may be adduced 
in others for believing, that the verses where they occur, were 
either not written at all, or not so written, by Euripides. That 


no genuine instance occurs of more than two such verses 
succeeding each other I am positive. It is noteworthy that the 
fairly numerous instances in that comparatively early play the 
Hecuba (sixth in Dindorf’s list, but fifth as I should count, for I 
do not acknowledge the Heraclidue which stands fourth as the 
work of Euripides) are all of verses, each of which begins with a 
proper name. The Alcestis (1) contains one example, falling 
under no rule, which I propose to show has arisen from alteration ; 
the Medea and Hippolytus (2, 3) none; the Andromache (5) one, 
where only one of the verses begins with a proper name. Seventh : 
Absence of augment, unless in lyric passages, or (Aeschylus and 
Sophocles) at the beginning of a verse to avoid an anapaest. 
As to this it is remarkable, that while Sophocles in any case 
avoids beginning a verse with an anapaest unless contained in a 
proper name, Aeschylus seems to have a preference for doing so, 
except in this one particular case, where the augment forms part 
of the anapaest. 

My corrections and suggestions are almost wholly confined 
to the dramatic parts of the plays, for my entire ignorance of the 
laws of choric metres unfits me for dealing with lyric passages. 
These indeed though even more subject to corruption than the 
dramatic part, are less liable I conceive to interpolation, nor are 
such interpolations to the same extent mischievous there, as when 
they affect the dramatic action properly so called. 

I should add that the readings I propose are intended merely 
as suggestions, and that I should be the last person to wish they 
should be inserted in the text. Were I indeed to have any share 
in editing the tragic poets I should be far more anxious to re- 
move the many unwarrantable and uncertain emendations in- 
truded into the text by modern editors, than desirous of bringing 
in other corruptions of my own coining. 

I also wish it to be understood that I agree with Dindorf as to 
all verses he rejects as interpolated, unless I state that I do not. 
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NOTES AND EMENDATIONS 


TO 


AESCHYLUS, SOPHOCLES, AND EURIPIDES 


AESCHYLOUS, P.Y. 


BeroreE dealing with this and the other plays of Aeschylus, I 
have to observe that owing to his being less popular than 
Sophocles and Euripides he has on the whole been less subject 
to interpolation. The interpolations, moreover, have generally 
the appearance of being ancient, and for the most part attempt, 
and not altogether unsuccessfully, to imitate his style. 

The plays of Aeschylus seem to have been performed by two 
actors only. There is nothing in contradiction to this in the 
opening scene of the play before us, for Prometheus is merely a 
lay-figure, and the actor, who afterwards speaks his part from a 
place where he is not seen by the audience, is one of the two 
who appear there. 

49 The MS. reading is érpay6y not éray6y, por is érax67 
such an emendation as should have been admitted into the 
text. I would read: dzav6’ deixet, tAyv 6 Oeotor Kotpavav. 
Disappearance of 6 led to xoipavév being changed to xorpavety, 
and treixes being understood in the same impersonal sense as 
exe is in Jl. 18. 520, where the Schol. explains it by évexdpe. 
The verse then, so altered, was understood to mean: All things 
are possible, except to rule over the gods, and émpay6y got iuto 
the text as an explanation of teixe., or took the place of some 
explanation that would not fit into the verse. I understand 
then: All things obey, except only he who rules over the gods. 


B 


é 
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This gives a sense at once satisfactory in itself, and in harmony 
with the verse that follows. 

51 I would read: éyvwxa: toiodé y’ ovdev avrameiv exw. This 
seems to me more spirited, and ye is to be expected in replies of 
this kind. + was, I suppose, corrupted to 7 leading to xovdé. 

66 Dindorf has this note: trepcréw. wtrocrévw pr. Mm. vrep 
orevw Schuetzius. I think then we should read tro oréw. ‘I 
groan by reason of your sufferings.’ The gen. with td ex- 
presses the circumstances which induce Hephaestus to lament. 

90 avypOpov yéAacpa. I would render yéAacya ‘sparkle’ 
not ‘smile.’ The primary meaning of yeAdw appears to be 
‘shine.’ Ridentibus undis (Zuer. v. 1003) is not a parallel 
expression, for ridentibus there is purely metaphorical, and does 
not imply any actual appearance. The placid and harmless ap- 
pearance of the waves induces men to venture on the sea. 
Another instance of an attempt to father modern sentimentality 
on Aeschylus is to be found in the rendering of éuudrwv év 
dxnviats (Agam. 419) by ‘the eyes’ blank gaze.’ There is no 
reference whatever to the eyes of the statues, or more properly 
I should say caryatids. The meaning simply is that in the 
absence of the eyes of the mistress of the house all its ornaments 
have lost their charm for Menelaus. For the meaning of the 
rare word dxnvia compare Choeph. 301, where though I believe 
the verse to be interpolated, yet it is I think interpolated by one, 
who was no stranger to the language and manner of Aeschylus. 
Knowing no other instance of ayyvia but these two I will not 
venture to say that the sense attributed to dynviats Agam. 419 is 
an impossible one. It seems to me, however, that dyyvia simply 
means a need, being compounded of a copulativum and yaivw, and 
so the ama§ Acydpevov, dynv (Theocr. 16. 33) signifies ‘ needy,’ and 
is explained by the poet himself in the words, weviav dxrjpova 
x\aiwv. I should notice, however, that Suidas explains dyyvia by 
dzropia, mevia, and quotes a verse from the Amphiaraus of Aristo- 
phanes making a third example. 


106-113 This passage appears to me to be interpolated. In 
106, ovre oryay ovre 7) oryav, seems very little to the point, and 
imitated from 197, 198. What follows (107-110) appears to 
arise from reminiscences of 7, 8; 82, 83, while the clause 4 
d:Sdoxa\0s—mpoorerappevos (MS. reading taccadevmevos) seems 
based on 252-256. Compare also 620 which is almost identical 
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with 112. It appears to me, too, that a soliloquy of this kind, 
which would be appropriate in a prologue is somewhat out of 
place, when it states nothing which the first scene has not already 
made clear to the audience. 


117 Assuming that Dindorf is right in supposing this verse 
should be an iambic, I should be disposed to read it thus: ris 
TOvde xwpet Tepudvmov éri oxor7v ; wayov being an explanation of 
oxomnyv ; for repudnov éri rayov is the MS. reading. The present 
Xwpec Seems More appropriate than the aorist ixero, and I do not 
think the objection to reppovov, that it occurs here and nowhere 
else, of so much weight, considering that it is as legitimate a 
formation from réppwy as téppuos is from répya. 

. 210 to me at least has all the appearance of an interpolation, 
arising from the desire of the interpolator to air his mytho- 
logical learning. 

237 Dindorf has this note: ré rats (ro. super rats a m. paullo 
recentiore) I would read: roiaiode trotvuy rypovaicr. vey would 
disappear before zyp. But a comparison with 306 might lead 
one to suppose that 237, 238 are interpolated. 

239 I do not think there is any serious corruption in this 
verse. It will suffice to read riféuevos for zpoféuevos, 7. having 
disappeared after 7, and having been ineptly supplied by 
Tpo. 

248 The MS. reading is @Ovyrovs 7’. I would read then 
Ovyrovs y’. 

264-267 I think we should read thus: rov xaxds | mpdo- 
govra: rav0 amavra Sé fuveis eyo | Ovyrots dpiywv adros nipopnv 
WOVOUS. 

313 Restoring yoAov (for which Dindorf reads 6yAov with 
Doederlein) I would read 314 thus: poyOwy éxare wadiav elvar 
doxety. mapdvra a gloss on tov viv expelled éxar:, and confused 
everything. 

378 I would restore vocovcns, which indeed seems to be 
indicated by iarpot and confirmed by 384. dpyjs should not be 
understood in the sense of ‘anger,’ but of ‘temper,’ ‘dis- 
position.’ In any case it is hardly justifiable to insert such an 
emendation as feovons into the text. 


458 Svces. Dindorf has this note: é8ovs. Stob. Hcl. Phys. 1.1. 
dvroAas in 457 would suggest dvces here, and it does not seem 
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likely that Svcets would be altered to ddovs. I am disposed then 
to think that Stobaeus’ reading is the true one. 


623 Io should speak but one verse, and 622 gives a perfectly 
clear and satisfactory sense by itself. I think then that 628 is 
interpolated. 

636 I rather suspect this verse is interpolated, for it is un- 
necessary, and one would expect Prometheus to speak four 
verses only like the Chorus. 


653 I suspect that the words, zo{uvas—zaatpés are inter- 
polated, and that we should read 653, 654 thus: Acpdva, Aros as 
oppa Awdyjoy wdGov’ 

721, 722 This, and Choephori 186, 187, are the only instances 
in Aeschylus of two consecutive verses beginning with a tri- 
syllabic foot. In Sophocles the only authentic instance is 
Phil. 605, 606 where each verse begins with a proper name. My 
theory then would be that Aeschylus did not admit the practice 
at all, and Sophocles only where each verse began with a proper 
name, I would suppose that here we should read cxomas for 
Kopupas (compare Agam. 309) xopuydas being an explanation 
of oxords, and in Choeph. 187 xovpav for wAdxapoy (compare 
v. 226). 

765 I should prefer to read Oéus for fyrov here, and Oepurov 
with Brunck for fyrov in 766. 

776 Codd. pydé. Blomf. py m1 %I would read: kat ped’ 
QUTAS K.T.A. | 

791, 792 I think the appearance of a lacuna is due to 
interpolation, which is also suggested by the repetition, zepdoys 
(790) wepdca (792). I would suggest reading 791-793 thus: 
nies proyaras HAvooTiBets Témous, | ra Topydvera media x.7.X. 

807 For 8 yjv I should prefer 8 éx. der. might have been 
corrupted to deye. 





835 I believe to be interpolated as Dindorf suggests. 

839-841 I should prefer: ypdvos 8' 6 péAdAwy "Idnov xzdvrov 
uvxov, | THS ORs Topeias pvjpa tots Bporois, Karel. cadis éx- 
ioragat, and zracwv, have all the appearance of interpolations. 


847-849 I would read: NeiAov zpos aira@ oropari, tovrep 
éudpova | érapov drapBet Zevs oe Onoerar xept : ewapay arapBel is 
in my judgment certainly no interpolation, and confirmed and 
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required by what follows, while xat rpocydpari (847) and Oyo 
povov (849) have every appearance of being so. 

854 This verse by a strange carelessness of the, printers has 
been left out in Dindorf. 

856 For aveyiwy I should prefer trav dpaévwv, which 6yAvoropos 
in 855 seems to suggest. Compare Suppl. 393, 817. dvepiwv I 
should regard then as an explanation of ovyyev7 in 855. 

859-861 I would read : yapous, MeAacyia St yata cdyara | eee 
Sapévrwy vuxtippovpytw Opace. Of this verse, I believe, there 
was a variant, “Ape dapevrov déferar OyAuvxrévw, which has led 
to the confusion we find, and the interpolation of 6@dvov 8e 
cwparwy ee Peds in 859. 

948 Dindorf has this note: dy. Fort. ob ut 996. But 
possibly the words zpos dév—kxparovs are borrowed from there 
and interpolated, and we should read 948, 949 thus: aiday 
oe, kal py Taira y aivxrypiws, reading avwyey for dvwyé o’ 
in 947. | 

970 With Kiehl I believe this verse to be interpolated. 

1008, 1009 The MS. reading is réyye yap ovdev, od5é pad- 
Oaoce Atrais—épais, I would read (1008-1010) : réyye yap ovder, 
ovde padddooe Artais: | drap Saxwv 76 ordptoy ws veoLvyns | rHAos 
opodpive: kal mpds Hvias wdxye. I borrow arap cgodpvve from 1011, 
because I regard 1011-1013 as interpolated. I believe the gloss 
Bidfe. to have eventually led to the interpolation of 1011-1013. 
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10-16 Dindorf takes 13 to be interpolated. I think that is 
rather true of 12, and omitting it, I would read adore for o ’ort 
in 13. Again it appearsto me that the clause tipas-réxvots re 
(15-16) is interpolated and that we should read: Bwpotcr, In re 
pyrpt pidrdry tpopd. 

21 Dindorf has this note: xai zpiv, Halmius et Ritschelius. 
Sic xai mpiv wév (verum non cum presenti sed cum imperfecto 
conjunctum) et viv dé sibi respondent apud Soph. Ajax 1211. 
I would read then: xai zpiv pév és 105’ Hyap ev pperev Oeds. The 
viv 5 follows in 24. 

70 This verse seems to me to suit ill with what follows, and is 
I suspect interpolated. 


72-76 All that follows é«fapvionre down to dAky in 76, ap- 
pears to me interpolated, and I would read: é@apvicnre Eva 5 
éArifw Aeyev, leaving it out. 


195 I see no occasion for this verse which Dindorf has placed 
in the text suo periculo, in place of a more ancient interpolation. 
I would read in 196: ef tis 8& py dpyns «tA. It frequently 
happens that a dislike to a crasis of this kind leads to interpo- 
lation. 


265 I donot see what éxrés ofc’ dyaApatrwy can mean. I would 
read : éxros ovo’ aiayparwv. 

271-280 I agree with Dindorf that 273-277 (wrongly stated 
in his text as 272-276) should be left out, and also 279, but I 
do not think 273-277 represent any lacuna. I would read 271- 
280 thus : éya dé yuwpas rots Oeoiow evyouat | redvovdmors Te Kayopas 
érurxoras, | Addupa dav Sovpirny6 dyvois Sonos | Onoew Towdr’ 
érevxou pi) btdoarovas | ov pot, paraios pndé civ rordiypacw. I 
borrow @jcev from the rejected verse 277. 

282-285 I regard the words, tov péyav tpdérov, in 283 and, 
dyyéAous orepyvols te xai, in 285 as interpolated, and I would 
read thus: éyw d€ y' avdpas @& euol odv EBdopw | eis Errareryets 
éfddous Tagw podwy, | dvrnpéras éxOpoicr, tpiv Tayuppobovs x.T.d. 

375,376 Dindorf has this note: Hi duo versus tamquam 
procemium sunt septem qui sequuntur nuntii sermonum de septem 
Argivorum ducibus, quibus respondent de totidem Thebanorum 
ducibus sermones EKteoclis, pari ab utraque parte versuum numero. 
This last assertion I believe to be a delusion, which has led 
Dindorf to assume non-existing lacunas after 471 and 545. 


381 I suspect is interpolated, and that in 382 we should 
read: Getvwy éveider pavrw OixAcidyy Bog «.7.A. 

380 Dindorf has the note: expectes potius xeivos, and with 
Heimsoeth I would read xeivos for Tvédeis regarding the latter as 
an explanation. 

392,393 appears to me encumbered with interpolation. 
Perhaps we should read: peévec wap’ oyOais rotapiawoww, trmos os 
KT. A. 

400-402 can I think hardly be right. Perhaps we should 
read for 400, 401 wé 8 qv A€yeas od Tad’ er doidos Kupetvy, which 
would connect well with 402, 


— 
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403-406 seems to me a clumsy expansion of what has gone 
before, and certainly interpolated. 


411-413 is I believe interpolated, and leaving this out I 
would read MeAavurmov for MeAdvurmos in 414. 412, 413 seem to 
be copied from 475. 


428, 429 What is meant by Avs *Epw I cannot imagine, and 
the aorist inf. cxebciv seems clearly out of place, for the future inf. 
is required, Moreover the MS. reading is riv not vw in 428. My 
idea is that 430, 431 are interpolated and that leaving these out 
we should read -428, 429 thus: ovd’ 4 oq’ dorpamy | Ads rédor 
oxjyao’ av éwrodav oxéBor. 

435-436 The MS. reading in 435 is rode dwri wéure ris 
€vornoera. where ris is clearly intended for doris. I would 
read 435, 436 thus: rowde méur daotis oe pi Tpéoas pevel. 


437 To this verse I can assign no reasonable sense and I 
think it is interpolated. Leaving it out I would read in 438 
cat rode hurl tov parnv Ppovyparos. Kal rade to him as well as 
Tydeus. 


440-446 I am disposed to regard this passage as an interpo- 
lation. The abrupt and unconnected manner in which it comes 
in, and its style generally leads me to think so. 444-446, which 
are in a good style, seem to be suggested by 430, 431 which I 
regard as interpolated. 


449-450 I also feel a good deal of suspicion as to these 
verses. 


457-459 Here there is certainly interpolation, as the absence 
of a caesura in 457 shows. I would read then 457-459 thus : 
Kal pyy tpitw AaxovTt Kat tpiros mados | é€ tariov ‘rydnoew 'Ered- 
KAw Kpavous. a 

465-467 I would read 465, 466 thus: éeoynparipévos 8 aviip 
éx aoridos | dépwy BEeBnxe KkAtpdxwv mpocapBdces, leaving out 
467. The words rov péyay rpdrov in 465, have all the appearance 
of an interpolation. 

470 I would read here xat rad’ éx’ dvdpa xp7y wéureav hepeyyvov, 
rejecting 471 as an interpolation. 

472-476 Rejecting 472 and 475 I would read this passage 
thus : xai $4 wéreprra: orépya tov oraptav yevous | Meyapeds, os 
ov rove’ év xepoiv Exovra ep | Kdprrov, poPyGeis x.7.A, 
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478 [ would read: 3 xai dv’ dvdpe, rovde rév ir ex’ domidos. 
wokicn I take to be derived from the interpolated verse (xs I 
hold it to be) 467. 

505-509 I think 6éAwy—riyns (505, 506), and “Eppys—fvory- 
cerat (508, 509) are interpolations and that we should read these 
verses thus: xar’ dvépa rotrov npéOn, puntos dy | ovr’ eléos ovre 
Gvpov ovr orAwy oxeow, leaving out the rest. 

5268 is supplied by Dindorf. I think this is unnecessary, 
and that we should read in 526: Ilapevoratov atre tov méumrov 
Aeyw, and that ovrws yevorro expelled HapGevoraiov. 

530 seems to me to be certainly interpolated, and omitting it, 
I would read in 529 oeGa for éye. 

539-542 I cannot doubt that there is much interpolation and 
confusion here. Perhaps we should read the passage thus: én’ 
agmidos yap TO TOAcwS aloyos venet, | Shiyy’ aoorrov Aawmpov EK- 
Kpovotoy demas. 

544 I also regard as interpolated with Halm. 

550-552 I regard as interpolated, and would begin Eteocles’ 
speech with 553, reading there, cai rod’ éreorw, 

556-559 I should prefer to read: is odx éaves oyjpa puoryrod 
ddkous | wvAas deta woAeuias ex’ domidos, and to reject 560-562 
as interpolated, 

569 The example of ‘Irrouédovros in 488 seems to show that 
except in the first place Aeschylus did not think an anapaest 
could be introduced into irmbic verse even ina proper name. I 
would read then for ‘Apdiapew Biav, OixrAéovs ydvov. Aeschylus 
in fact, being able to describe Amphiaraus otherwise, seems 
carefully to avoid mentioning him by name, because of the 
anapaest. I would also note that there should be a comma after 
apurrov. 


604, 605 I think we should read these verses thus : dAwAer dy 
Sikaros dvépaor Evvev, and I would leave out 607,608 as interpolated. 

609-612 Here there is doubtless much interpolation. I would 
read: ovrws 6 pavtis, avTos Gv cudpwv dvap, | Opacverdpoire ocup- 
puyeis Bia ppevav. 


620 I should prefer, cuws 8 rode dwri Aacbevous Biav. 


622-624 In 622, 623 I would read: yépovra roy vovv, xetpa 6 
ov Bpadiverat, leaving out the rest and 624, It seems clear to 





simply to leave out 623 as Dindorf does. 
625 This verse also strikes me as being interpolated. 


632-635 I would read thus: Aé~fw, xaaiyvyrov cov, bs Karev- 
xerat, leaving out all the rest as interpolated, and joining on to 
636. 

640, 641 I would read in one verse: kare yevéeoOar ravd 
émomrnpas Aitov. 

642-645 I would read: dyes 5& ojp’ én’ dori8os ypvonAaroy, 
Sido: yuvn yap dv8pa revyyori dye. 

646-648 I regard the clause, cat wdéAw —émiotpddas as an 
interpolation, and I would read : Aixy 8’ dp’ elvai dyow, dvdpa. rove 
te | Kew Kxardfovc’, ds A€yet 7a ypdppara. 

649 is a verse of Dindorf’s own coining. I am hardly pre- 
pared to accept it, and rejecting with him the verse he calls 650a, 
I would read 6508, in place of 649 in this form: od 8 atros 
ceiver TOS Ep’ Sv réurew Soxei, and reject 651, 652 as interpolated. 

653-657 I would reject as interpolated. 

658-672 I-would read thus: 7@ xdpr’ érwvipw ye, ToAvveiKy 
A€yw, | ray’ ciodperOa roirionp’ Siwy rede: | eb vw Karager xpvoo- 
TevKTa, ypappata. | ei 8’ 4 Avds rats of rapyy, tax’ av 168’ Hv | add’ 
ovre viv huyovra pytpolev oxdrov, | ovr’ év tpopaicw, ovr’ épyBy- 
cavra ww, | Aixy mpoceidey ovd viv rapactaret, | 7 Sqr’ av etn rav- 
Sixws Wevdwvypos. | GAN’ adros elu, rade Kal Evoryoopat. What 
follows 672 to the end of the speech I believe to be interpolated. 
Never I suppose was there any scene so pestered with interpola- 
tions as this scene between Eteocles and the messenger. 


683-685 I hold with Dindorf that there is something wrong 
with these verses. Perhaps we should read them thus: eizep 
KaTw p.’ ayot tis aloyuvys drep, | doTw: povov yap év TeOvyxoow Tdde 
| xépSos xaxdyv 5 ay otrw’ edxAciay A€yous. Katw pw’ may possibly 
have been corrupted to xaxdv, and xaoxpav I regard as‘an interpo- 
lation. 

792, 793 I do not think there is any lacuna, but that we 
should simply read‘: @dpae, wodis mépevye SovAtov fvyov, Oapoet 
because the choragus is addressed, of which there are many 
examples in this play. aides uyrépwv rebpappevac scarcely com- 
mends itself as Aeschylean. | 





1004 At this verse I believe the actor who represents 
Ismene leaves the stage, and reappears as the Herald. 

1007-1010 These verses seems to me much encumbered with 
interpolations. I would read: ’EreoxAkéa piv tovde ys xatackd- 
gas | Odarew Soe, roArAcpious érei oréywv, and so join on to 1011, 
leaving out the rest. 

1029-1041 This passage is to my mind a mass of interpola- 
tions. Leaving out 1029-1034, and 1040, 1041, I would en- 
deavour to restore it thus: ot piv Kives rovd’, ovdé Kooyacropes 
| Avxoe omdagovra, py Soxyoatw ri | tddpov yap aire Kai Kata- 
oxddas éyw | xdATw kov pépovea pynxavycopat. 

1045 For tpdayw’-: aBarros, I would read tpayvs y' x.7.A. 

1047 The Scholiast commenting on this verse has this: ra 
Tept THS TYLAS TOvTOU td TOV Oedy Ov KéKptTat Kax@s. He appears 
then to have read not ov but «cd. I believe we should read: 7dy 
Ta rovde 5’ ov Staxexpitrar Geois; But has not what concerns this 
man been already determined by the gods? 7.e. is he not entitled 
by the divine ordinance to the rites of burial? To this the 
herald replies: Not so, it might indeed have been so before 
he endangered this land. The xéxpira: of the scholiast has sug- 
gested to me that the true reading is Staxéxpirar (though he cer- 
tainly read dcarériynrar) and my theory is that disappearance of 8’ 
led to the substitution of diareriuyra. But divatrimacba, the 
proper meaning of which is, ‘ to be estimated or valued at such a 
price,’ neither rightly applies here, nor does it seem to be a word 
belonging to the tragic or even the Attic dialect. 

1051 This interpolated verse, taken no doubt from some other 
play, seems to be suggested by the px paxpryope of 1052. 
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163 Note that the MS. reading is zAotros not Saiuwv. I do 
not doubt the latter is correct, and that zAodras has arisen from 
an explanation of cABos in 164. 


173 Perhaps for 6éAy we should read 7éAy. 
213 is I suspect interpolated. 
223 The MS. reading is yaiq not yaias. I think we should 


read: raymadw 8€ tav xdtwhe Katoya pavpotcfa oxétw, yata 





the expl. of rar. 


225 For redXciv cor Weil reads reAocb’ &. 1 would read 


TeXoiro rOvs’ ad. It was disappearance of a after 5 led to what 
we read. 


251 I would read: rAyyp ’farépOapra, restoring the caesura. 
Compare 464. 


254, 255 I do not think there is any lacuna, but that we 
should read in one verse: duus 8 dvdyxn, was GAwA€ yap arparos. 


310. If the reading is correct there must be a crasis of 
vixwevor Exupiocov, for the augment can only be left out at the 
beginning of a verse, and to avoid an anapaest. Compare 376, 
458. But perhaps we ought to read: xvpiccov éxvéovres icxupav 
xOeva: vixwpevo. having arisen from éxvynxdpevor, an expl. of 
éxvéovres. 


321, 322 I hold the words ’Apiduapdos zapacxav to be inter- 
polated, and I would read in one verse: vwpudav, 6 7’ éoOAds 
Xeoduns 6 Mucus. Besides the violation of the canon it has 
been noted that Ariomardus was not the satrap of Sardis. 


329 The MS. reading is rowdvd’ dpxdvrwy, and Dindorf has 
this note: viva m. recenti super versum. M. I would read: 
tov dpxeXciwv todd’ euvyoOnv wépt. For dpyeAciwy compare 297, 

332 I should prefer Aryéa xai. 


334 The MS. reading is récov 8% (82, StopOwrys) not wdcov tT. 
Leaving out then 333 I would read in 334: vedv récov 8¢ rAjO0s 
nv ‘EAAnvidov. 


343 I should prefer as for 68’, placing a comma after érra 6”. 


852 I would read: wAjGe vedv 7 rats Katavyyjoas éuds, restor- 
ing the caesura. 


488-491 The absence of the augment of @dvov in 490, and 
of a caesura in 491 points to something wrong. [ would read 
488, 489 thus: ‘Ayats elra yi rédov re @ecoardv | Huds Bopas 
dar’ doravicpévovs, leaving out 490, 491 as interpolated. 


500, 501 Absence of caesura in 501 leads me to regard these 
verses as interpolated, and also 509. In 503 I would restore 
the caesura by reading ’xceqwopevovs. 


598-600 There is surely interpolation here. I would read: 





dito, Kkaxdv pev doris Euretpos, KA‘Ouv | Grav mpoaéAOy, wdvra 
dequaivew direc, and in 601, drw for drav. 

613 jeri with the dat. makes me suspect that this verse is 
interpolated. So Hee. 355 is to be suspected, for the MS. 
reading is wapOévors. There indeed the expression itself savours 
of interpolation. Nor is yuvargéi necessary, for ‘Idalait in 354 
would suffice by itself. 

615, 616 I would read: yavos rod’, év pidAois re GadAovorns 
aei, leaving out the rest. Note that the MS. reading in 616 is 
Biov not ivov. 











682 can hardly be right. Perhaps we should read: Tépca 
yepavoi, Tov movov wo’ ovvexa «.7.A. of’ may have disappeared 
and so led to the corruption. 





715 I should prefer 76. I hardly think genuine examples of 
two consecutive verses beginning with trisyllable feet occur in 
trochaics. Aoiod oxyrrds. Compare Soph. 0. 2. 28. 

721 Perhaps we should read: was d€ cai orpdrevpa wrovrov melov 
WVUTEV TEpAY ; 

744-747 There seems to be interpolation here. I think we 
should read: wats 6’ éuos Tad’ ov Kareomws dotAov Os deopwpacww 
Booropov oxyynoew edofe, Kai medars odupyAaros «.t.A. The 
Hellespont was dragged in because according to Herodotus it was 
the Hellespont and not the Bosporus Xerxes bridged over. But 
if the Bosporus had not stood in the text of Aeschylus, 1t would 
never have been intruded into it, 

791 Dindorf justly offended with ei—rctov 7, observes that 
he can see no reason for zAcioy, cum in promptu esset, orparevp 
ein twAcov TO Mydcxov. A verse without a caesura may be ‘in 
promptu’ to him, but hardly to Aeschylus, However it might 
be ‘in promptu’ to every one to read: jd’ ef rA€ov otpareup’ tot 
To Mydixov. Corruption of fo: to ety led to what we read. 

829-831 I would read: [pds rair’ éxeivoy etAdyars mivickere | 
Anta GeoBAaBowvra vovberypacw. The trepxdrwy in 827 casts a 
suspicion on the trepxorw of 831, and note the singular awkward- 
ness of the expression owdpoveiv xeypyuevov, which has no parallel, 
but the corrupt verse Ant, 24, that Lid. and Scott cite along 
with it, 

848 is I suspect interpolated, and I would read drysia in 847 
rejecting it. 
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207-210 The order of these verses in M. is 209, 208, 210, 
207, 211. I would then reject 208-210 as interpolated, and 
read 211 after 207, changing however xeivov to rod yap,, and I 
suppose two or more verses to have dropped out after 211. 

244 I would read: «at woAAd y' GAN’ ér’ eixaoat Sixaoy 7, 
restoring the caesura. 


248 I would read: 4 rypév ipod, Sd BSov 4} ’yovra mrdéAews. An 
expl. rdéAews apxovra led I suppose to wéXews adyov. 

254-259 are I suspect interpolated, and due to an unseason- 
able display of learning as to the Pelasgian race and their 
original habitations. 


275, 276 are I suspect interpolated. etdréxvov Bods seems an 
anticipation, which is out of place here, and the answer in 274 is 
indeed Bpaxts and ropds, and needs to have nothing added to it. 
But whatever may be thought of 275, I do not doubt that 276 is 
an interpolation. 


280-288 I also believe to be interpolated, but the manner of 
Aeschylus is fairly well imitated. Rejecting them then I would 
read in 279 A:Bvorixots, and rvros for twas in 289. Compare 
Lum. 45. 1 would also reject 290. 


311 Ido not think there is any lacuna after 311, but that it 
should be read in the place of 309, which I believe to be inter- 
polated. NeiAov in 308 suggests the reply contained in 311. 
Reading then 311 in the place of 309, I would read 312 after 310. 

314 Nor do I think there is a lacuna after this verse but that 
316 is an interpolation, intended to be read after 317 in this 
form: AcBiyn, peyiorns (MS. péeywrov) svoya ys Kapmrouuevy, | 
ByAov diraida rarép’ éuod tixre warpos. 

831 I suspect eivafwy. Perhaps we should read dvraiwv. 

332-334 These verses are I think interpolated. The words 
of the king in 335 properly refer to 331. ‘Did you reject the 
mnarriage from aversion, or because you thought it unlawful.’ ? 
How should I have rejected it from aversion, replies the choragus, 
for who would find fault with the wealthy as friends? (For I 
would read ovotro with Boissonade, which alone gives a satis- 
factory sense, as indeed appears from what follows.) Certainly, 


answers the King, such alliances increase the power of mortals. 
To be sure, rejoins the choragus, and men are ever ready to turn 
away from the unfortunate. I would observe that the inter- 
polated verse 334 seems to have arisen from a misunderstanding 
of xextyeévous in 336. 

355 The MS. reading is véov @. I would read then vedy @ 
— Opidov tov t' dywviwv Geav, i.¢. vewv te Tov 6’ Gutdov. 

486 I would read: xai yap 6.’ ofkrov tis rad’ elovdwv Tay’ av. 

492-495 I would read: fuvpmremwov, edpas ws mwoducovxwr 
Geav | eipw per, dodadrea 6’ 7 80 dorews | orelyovre x.7.A. 

514 dvda«rwy can hardly be right. Perhaps we should read 
dmevxtov. ‘Extravagant fear is a thing to be deprecated.’ 


517-519 Dindorf has this note; 518—520 in margine ab alia 
manu antiqua litteris minusculis. He must mean I think 
517-519, which might be left out without injury to the sense, 
and are very likely interpolated. They are in no way inept, but 
they are unnecessary, and 520 well joins on to 516. Repetition 
too of éyywpiovs (517, 520) is suspicious. 

I do not think there is any lacuna after 600, but that 601 is 
interpolated, and not only 601 but the verses 602-604 assigned 
to the Chorus. © yatpe wpéecBv is not the way in which the 
Danaids would address their father. 

615-620 I would read: «ai rair’ avaé erebev apd’ yor 
Aéywv | peyav mpodwvav Zyvos txeaiov xorov, | durAoiy piacpa Te 
fevwv aorayv 7’ aro | aunxavov Booknua mypovas TeActv. Note that 
the fut. inf., not the pres., is required in 620, and that the MS. 
reading in 619 is rpordAews. The Danaids and their father were 
at once strangers and citizens. 

715-718 I believe to be interpolated. Note the repetition 
of vews (715, 717) and the harshness of construction by which 
Aav@avover is understood with oroApoi «.7.A. All these details 
too are idle and superfluous, 


762 os Kal paraiwy. For paraiwy I would read paraiovs. 


905 I would read, restoring the caesura: €Agew o° dotxa trad 
amooTacas kouys, and dxovers in 906, Suiting the action to the 
word the herald seizes by the hair the Danaid whom he had 
already grasped by her robe, See 902, 903. 

933 For airaveyiov I would read tyvoe ovyyery. Soin P.V, 
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856 dveyiov the explanation of cvyyev7 expelled rav dpcévwy. So 
too in Rhesus 924, I would read cvyyevys yeyus for atraveyios. 


934-937 are no doubt Aeschylean, but interpolated here. 


947 is a repetition of 946, and interpolated, as the absence of 
a caesura shows. 

950 ‘The MS. reading is io6t pév 10d’, 75y woAenov epeicbe veov, 
épeiofe being no doubt an error for aipeicfa. Perhaps we 
should read: GAA’ tobe rade 84, worAEnov aipetcOai ce viv. Dis- 
appearance of ce after Ga: led I suppose to what we read. 

983, 984 The detestable style of these verses and their loose 
connexion with the passage into which they are intruded stamp 
them as interpolated. The MS, reading too is adraveiovs, nor 
does the correction avravepios do much to help us. 


989, 990 I would read: rowvde rvyydvovra Set’v rpiuvy ppevos 
| xapw o€BecOar tysuwrépay gue. M. has oéBeobar, and what we 
read is readily accounted for. 8 disappeared after the a of 
Tvyxavovra and ew became €v, while o was added metri gratia. 
Tiyuwwrépay 1s used in a sense very nearly approaching to rimwrarnv. 
It is my duty to esteem this favour as the most precious of 
favours. 


991 Reading thus in 998, 990 I would read here: fyeis 8’ dp’ 
éyypayacbe mpos Kai tadra tots | woAAotow dAAos «.t.r., 1.6. Kal 
Tata mpos ToLs ToAXots GAA K.T.A. 

993 For ds édéyxerOar I think we should read éfeA¢yyeo Pau. 

995 is I believe interpolated. | 


AESCH. AGAM. 


2 I would restore the MS. reading pijxos. “In respect of the 
length of.’’ The Aeschylean form is pyyap not piyos and the 
word only occurs in lyric passages. 


3 The MS. reading is oréyais. Dindorf tells us that in 
reference to dyxafev there is a {r. 1.6. {yrecon the margin of M. 
I do not quite understand what is the construction of oréyns. I 
am not sure whether restoring oréyats we should not read 
ayxobev.  oréyats, however, may be a correction of oréyy and 
the true reading oréyys, for I suppose the genitive would be the 
more usual construction with dyyddev. 


10 ABSUH. AGA WH. 


304 For xapifecOa. I would read zpoteo@a:, of which I regard 
xapifec Oa: a8 an inept explanation. For payiferPa see Hesychius 
é.v. who hardly seems to confirm Dindorf’s emendation. 


344-347 The MS, reading and order should be restored, only 
we should read éypyyopés for éypyyopoy with Porson. I would 
then give the passage thus: de yap mpds olkovs vooripov 
awrnpias, | xdpyat SuavAov Odrepov KaAov madu | Geos 8 avap- 
adaxyros el poAou orparos | éypyyopos TO THpa Tov dAwACTUv | yévorr’ 
dy, ei mpoomau. py tvxor (sic Codd.) xaxd. I understand: For 
there is need of a preserving providence on their return, so that 
they may repeat in safety the course they have before traversed. 
The idea of safety contained in cwrnypias is to be extended to 
Kappa. 

350 The MS. readiog is ryv not ryvi’. Perhaps we should 
read 768’ dvri woANGv Képdos Gv yap eiAdunv. Disappearance of the 
8 of 7d8’ before a might have lead to what we read. | 

519 dvrjAsoc does not mean ‘ standing in the sun,’ but ‘ facing 
the sun.’ The images of the gods stood facing eastwards so that 
the first rays of the sun might fall upon them. In accordance 
with this the entrance of the temples was at the east end, a 
practice which the Christians reversed. 


527 Dindorf points out that this verse is borrowed from 
Persae 811. But I suspect that the whole passage, xareipyacrat 
—rév viv (526-532) is interpolated. I would read then 526—532 
thus: Avs paxedAy: kat yap ov Ildpis y' er. Note that ovre 
cuvrTeAns modus In 532 has all the appearance of an interpolation, 
for what follows applies to Paris only. 


539 The MS. reading is ovx, ovxér’ being due to Triclinius. 
I should prefer ovx ay ayreirop’ ér. Gy disappearing led to 
dvrep@ Oeots. I note too that ri after xaipw is due to Dindorf. I 
should prefer ye, which would readily disappear before the re of 


reOvavat. 


553 I should prefer: ra 8’ ad 'rivouda. ris 8 zAnv Hedy 
peeve. 

558 I think it should be: ra 8 aira yépow. atre I take to 
have arisen from an expl. év yxépcy, air’ év xépow being corrected 
metri gratia to aire xépow. 

568, 569 I regard as interpolated, and also 572, which I 
believe was intended to be read after 569. I would read then 











thetically, and in 571: rov faved 9 adyeiv oe cas ma livestou 
576 I regard as interpolated and intended to be read after 
573. 


595-597 I believe cAoAvypés and dAoAvfew are only used of 
women, in tragedy, and in early and correct writers. Aristo- 
phanes certainly (see for example Pax 97) applies éAoAvfew to 
men, conforming I suppose to popular usage, where dAaAdfew 
would be the more correct expression. Compare Xen. Anad. iv. 
3.19. éraudvifov mavres of orpari@rar Kal avnAdAalov, cvvwAdAvLov 
5é xai ai yuvaixes daca. It seems to me then that évov in 594 
should apply to Cytaemnestra, and I would read. then in 595, 
596: droAvypov dAAats dAAobev xara mrddw | Aackov edpyportoat 
mpos Gedy edpars (dAXats connected with edpais) and reject 597 as 
interpolated. This view I think is confirmed by the expression 
yrvaxetw vopw in 594. 

616, 617 I think there is interpolation and I would read: 
ov &) eit MevdAcus el ceawopevos wdAw «.7.’. The copyists have 
a holy horror of MevéAews as & trisyllable, so much so that the 
only MS. instance to be found is Orest. 18. 

668 ob zweroores tvyy, ‘hardly able to believe our good 
fortune was real.’ 

675, which does not well agree with 679, is, J suspect, 
interpolated, and also 676. Leaving these out then, I would 
read éAis tis éori for éAmis tis abrov in 679. 

817 xepos is not satisfactory. Perhaps we should read: 
Hpoony axpetos. 

860 I hold with Karsten to be interpolated. 

868 Note that the MS. reading is rérpwra: not térpyra. I 
think what we read has arisen from a proverbial expression, 
tréw Sextvov térpwra, quoted by some Scholiast. This would 
account for the un-Attic form zAdw, which is not required by 
the metre. Ad¢yew seems out of place, and may have arisen from 
ws A€yovow. I would propose reading 867, 868 thus: dd, daris 
WS ®pos OlKoV wxerevero, | Kai wAciov'’ Hv av Suxtvov TeTpwuévos. 

895-902 I do not doubt are spurious but 903 must be s0 too, 
for it supposes them. Borrowing, however, ratra rAaoa from 
895 I would read 904, 905 thus: xat ratra tAadca, viv ov pot, 


Cc 








dirtov xdapa> POovos 8 drécrw rodAa yap Kyvexopunv pOovos— 
Kiyvetxounv parenthetically. 

926-930 In 926 I would read rocxAparev with Karsten, and 
would connect it with 925, rejecting 927-929 as interpolated. 
In 930 I would restore zpdccoy’ dv. That ei can be used with 
dy with the optative, I think there are undoubted examples to 
show, as for instance Medea 941. «Andy direi, is I think wrongly 
connected, and that it was originally: xAndov diret, py KaKxas 
gpovety Geod | péyworov elvar Sapov : xAndwy avret being incorrectly 
used in the sense of dagi. 

933 I would read: Seicas dp niéw Geotor py av epdew rade. 
You, I suppose, vowed to the gods in a moment of danger that 
you would notedo this. Dislike to the crasis py av may have led 
to the confused verse we read. 

949 is, I suspect, interpolated. 

964 is I think interpolated, and intended to be read after 974 
where however tov zep would have to be read for raév rep to make 
it properly connect with it. In 965 I would read pnyarwpévy with 
Auratus. i 

968-972 appears to me to be an interpolation of the same 
character as 895-903. . 

1041 The Cod. Flor. (see Paley) has: zpaévra rAjvat Sovdias 
pafas Bia. Perhaps then we should read : rpadévra rAyvar SovAtay 
pdcOAnv Bia. pdoOdrAnv might have been corrupted to paocay 
leading to pdfav. 3 | 

1045, 1046 I am not satisfied with the sense attributed to 
mapa ordOpyv. Lrather think we should read: dovAos dypcis’ 
GAN’ arep vopiferar | efes wap pov wavra cal mapa ordbpyy ; SO 
that the ordinary sense of rapa ordOpyv would apply. For rap 
npav I should prefer zpos jpov, to avoid repetition of rapa. 

1068 Here the metre requires 7Aéw. I would read: rAciw pév 
ov, for ov pyv tAéw. pev because dep dé, which is not spoken 
but acted, is understood. 

1180, 1181 There is surely confusion and interpolation here. 
Perhaps we should read: Aapmpos rvéwv Sé mypa Kiparos Sixnv : 
and xAvoee for xAvfew (Codd. xAvev) in 1182. It seems possible 
that #A/ov mpos avréAas in 1180 has arisen from an explanation of 
apos auyas in 1182. 

1196 I would read : éxpaprupa Sé zpoipdcaca py eidévac. 
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1216 is I think interpolated, and I would read in se deuvos 


otpoBet p’ abr épbopavreias rovos. 

1252 See Dindorf’s note. I would read: 4 xdpra y’ tof dp’ 
doxoros xpyopiav éuav. The rapecxdres of the MSS. has I think 
arisen from an explanation rapa oxortév, due to a confusion of 
doxoros, ‘ not perceiving,’ as I understand it here, with doxoros, 
‘missing the mark.” 

1256 I would read: zazrai, razai, zip ofov ab p' érépxerat. 


1261 I would read: revxyovoa, cai picous euod *vribeio’ Srov, 
restoring émrevxerat in 1262. | 

1266 I regard as interpolated. See Dindorf’s note. 

1269, 1270 I should prefer: i8ot 8 ’AréAAwy ards. eo’. 8 0 ae 
éxdvwv | xpnorypiay éoOir’, érowrevoas eve x.t.r., and 7° after €xOpav: 
in 1272, disappearance of which probably led to pera in 1271, 
corrected by Hermann to péya. Note that in 1270 the MS. 
reading is éué not 8€ pe, though in Dindorf’s note this is reversed, 
but evidently by a misprint, for no one would alter (8 pe to pe 
in the face of the éué of 1269. 


1283-1285 I see no reason for fecaiice as 1284 the verse: 
which in the MSS. follows 1290. I would read then 1283, 1285 
thus : xdreow trriacpa Keyevov Tarpds : omitting the intermediate 
words, dras—dfew vw (for so apogr. Flor. reads), as interpolated. 

1288-1290 I would read 1288, 1289 thus.: rpdgacav.as xpa- 
éev év Oedv xpioe, leaving out the rest, and reject 1290 as inter- 
polated, and also the verse now read as 1284, which I do not 
think is quoted from here by the grammarians referred to by 
Dindorf, and should I think be corrected thus: dpapey dpx.ov yap 
éx Oeav peéya. 

4299 I would read: ovx éor Srudis, @ , ey » &Y xpdvy mr€w. 
There is no escaping when the time is full, i.e. when you have: 
lived your full time there is no escaping death. To this the. 
chorus practically replies, that this is no reason for hurrying on 
your fate. lit. he who is last (to die). holds the first place in- 
respect of the time (he has gained). é dropped out after & 
of ge’, and clearly one would rather expect the i a than the 
plural. 


1302 I believe this verse to be aepeital and that it is a 
variant of 1304, which should be read in its place before- 
1303. 
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1305 I also regard as interpolated and 1308, and Iwould read 
1307 before 1306. As Cassandra speaks 1302, she moves towards 
the house in order to enter it. As she does so she starts back 
with the exclamation dev, dev, (1307) which calls forth 1306 from 
the chorus. It was failure to understand this led to the interpo- 
lation of 1308. 


1313, 1314 These verses should be restored to their place 
after 1312. Cassandra recovering herself advances towards the 
door, and leaves the stage at 1320. I suspect however 1315 is 
interpolated and that im {évoc (1315) was intended to be read 
before 1313. I hold too that a full stop should be placed after 
$0 in 1316, unless indeed that verse is interpolated as well 
as 1315. 

1321-1326 If I am right in supposing that Cassandra leaves 
the stage at 1320, it will follow that 1321-1326 is interpolated. 
And it seems to me the style of 1322-1326 points to this con- 
clusion, nor can the efforts made to amend them be regarded as 
satisfactory. Nor can any one fail to be offended by the repetition 
of rots éuots. On the whole, however, I am disposed to believe that 
Cassandra leaves the stage at 1314, and that 1315-1320 are an 
interpolation, as well as 1322-1326, though by no means open 
to the same objections in point of style. The feeling that 1313, 
1314 ought to be the last words spoken by Cassandra on leaving 
the stage, has of course been the motive for placing them after 
1326. 

1330 I believe to be interpolated. I find a difficulty in 
realizing what is the point of ratr’ éxe(vwv. No doubt if one read 
Keiva, TouTwy it would be better, but even so I am not disposed to 
accept the verse as genuine. 


1359 I think we should read: r@ dpavre ydp rot Kai rd 
Bovredoa. wrép. mwépe for repieote. 


1368 @vpotcGau. Codd. pvfoicba. I would read pydeobar. 
1421-1424 I would read: Adyw dé cor | rowitr’ deriv ds 


mrapackevacjevors | ex tov 8 Spoiwy yep vixyoas éu0v | dpy’: qv Se 
Taira Touutadw Kpaivy Oeds x.7.X. But I bid you to utter these 
threats as to those who are prepared to meet you. Conquer me 
then in equal combat and so rule over me; but should the gods 
decide otherwise, etc. I would observe that mapeoxevacpevys 
might easily be a corruption of rapecxevacpévors, and that ap’: 








disappear. 

1446, 1447 Perhaps we should read: xeirac ¢iArjrwp rode, 
Ty exnyaye | enol, rapowavnpa rhs gus xAtbys. For this sense of 
xAwy compare Suppl, 1003. eivjs may have come in as an 
explanation of y)udijs. 

1584, 1585 I think we should read: warépa rév dudv, dudi- 
Acxtos by xpare: x.t.’. leaving out the rest. 

1590-1593 I cannot see what is the force of adrds in 1590, 
and the passage seems to me much interpolated. I would read - 
rourw 8’ 6 roid. dicHeos marijp vexpod, | “Arpevs, tpoOvuws padAov + 
proppovws | févia mdperxe Satta maidewy xpeav, rejecting rd4yqa— 
Soxay (1592, 1593) as interpolated. 

1595 In any case I should read: éppup’ azwhev (Weil, drwhev) for 
ifpurr’ dvwhev, but I believe there is interpolation, and I should 
prefer to read 1595, 1596 thus: éppu’ drwOer 6 8é xpe’ ayvoia Aa Baw. 

1599-1602 dprirrea—eudv (1599) is, I believe, interpolated, 
and 1601. I would read the passage thus: dywé', ddeprov 
KL MOpov KaTevyerat, | ovTWs dAcoOar wav TO IleAoTidwy yévos. 

1605, 1606 There is certainly something altogether wrong 
with 1605, and I doubt ovwegéeAcivw being a tragic or even an 
Attic word. I would endeavour to restore the text thus: tpérov 
yap ovr’ éué iv dOXiw warpi | a’ é€eAaiva «.7.A. pp’ eri ben" abXiw 
was, I believe, misread for p’ émi 5é xdOAiw. 

1625-1626 I would read 1625 thus: ot civ yuvatki, Tovde T 
oixoupos pévw, and reject 1626 as interpolated. The MS. reading is 
yeva: oi, which may have arisen from a corruption of yuvatxt. 
In 1627 I would read avépt aTparnAary ‘wt BovAeveas jLopov. 

1631, 1632 Reading épives for épivas in 1631 I would reject 
1652 as interpolated. 

1634, 1635 I would read in one verse: Ss otd rolpyov dpav 
erAns auToKrovus. 

1639-1641 I think we should read: rov 8 pi) weBdvopa | 
weipadopoy Kpilav’ & dvodiAei oxdtw «.t.d. leaving out feigo— 
po. in 1640 as interpolated, and regarding 7vHAov in 1641 as an 
explanation. 

1657 For rerpwudvouvs I would read with Weihrauch rerpoy- 
pevot, Or perhaps dpuopevo. Or one might suggest: oreiye cai od 


NOt Véportes O16 ex’ olkovs mpevxpevas. Compare 950. 
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1662, 1663 I would read these two ver 


sovod uot paraiws éxBadeiv trotr’ én, for 
due to interpolation, and in 1664 I woulc 
with Blomfield by 8’ tBpica. 

1672 I would read: px rpotynoys pa 


amavT éy® «.T.A. 
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90 I believe to be interpolated. 

124a I see no probability in the trans 
here from its place after 164. I do not d 
there, but that is no reason for interpolstit 
the MS. reading is peyiorn not gi da 
ruption of péyior’ ef. 

144 is I beheve as much interpolated 
would read in 143 (leaving out 144-146): 
XpOvw TiyLdopav. 

164, 165 Possibly the interpolator o 
pev, ‘Eppy, yamdrovs yoas rarnp. | xnpvé, 
Kal KaTw. 


187 See note on P.V. 722. 

227, 228 are surely interpolated. Th 
229, 227, 228. | 

233 I should prefer dpevav because of ¢ 

237-243 I believe to be interpolate 
244 joining on to 236 ; 6 xarOavwy re x7 A 

250-257 I would read thus: vijors 7 
cou | idety rdpeotw ds, ratpoorepy ‘yovor, | 
tysovras péya | watpds veoooovs: Tovad a 
dpoias xeupos evOowov yépas; leaving out 
(250, 251) "HAkrpav Aéyw (252) and 254 a 

258-268 I regard as an interpolation. 

265, 266 I would read: ovyare, p 
xAvwv. . 

278, 279 I would read: ra pév yap é 
pata | Bporots mdavoxwy el’ avievar vooo 
274-296 with Dindorf as an interpolation 

301, 308 I believe to be interpolatec 


i a \ a 


the genuineness of 505. 

482 dvyciv can hardly be right. Perhaps we should read : 
peéy’ ebruyelv zporbeioay Aiyicbw xaxov. I connect, of course, péya 
with xaxov. Corruption of evTUyELY to puyety led, if suppose, to 
what we read, 

490 cipopdov cannot be right. Perhaps we should read : 60s 
4 a i if = 7 
0€ TOLS apd@vov Kpatos. Compare 247. 

492 éxaivieoy is suspicious. Perhaps: © kai o’ nivacav. 
Comp. O.R. 961. 

905-507 These verses, which, as they stand, do not give a 
satisiactory sense, seem to me to be adapted from certain genuine 
verses, written on the margin, by some one to whom they were 
probably suggested by 504. I take them to have been originally 
something like this: orws d€ deAAoi Trois ayovot dixrvoy | tov éK« 

~ 7 ff & # ,FoF gg © © an i F # 
Bvbod kAwoTypa cwlovew Awwov, wd dvdpi waides KAyOdvOS TwTYpLOL, 
One would expect Orestes to speak two 


tj 


‘preservers of his fame. 
verses only, corresponding to the two of Electra (508, 50%), just 
as he before spoke three to Electra’s three (497-500). 

929, 530 are I think interpolated, for their construction 
appears to depend on éiofer in 527, and 531 properly answers to 
528. 

936 Perhaps for woAAot we should read rpdroAot and Aapwrypas 
in 5o7, 

962 1s certainly interpolated, and so I think is 564. 

965 For «ai I should prefer xoi, @e. «ai, ov, connecting «at 
with pevotpey in 567, and for ovtts, vw tes. 

570 I would read ; AtyurGos eiTEp evoov EvonpLos Tapwr. Tapwy 
not wep aw is the MS. reading. 

574 I hold to be interpolated, and would read in 573: 7 «dv 
€7eiTd pow odo Kata orowa, unless indeed, as is not unlikely, 
both verses are interpolated. 

584 I suspect is interpolated. 

656 I would read for d:ai, d¢ dy. But in any case I suppose 
it is the abode of Aegisthus. As, however, the mention of 


Aegisthus’ name is inconsistent with what follows, where Orestes 


pretends not to know who are the occupants of the house. I take 
655, 656 to be interpolated. 
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665 otx érapyéuous gives the opposite of the sense required. 
I would read then 665, 666, thus: aidws yap év A€cxats tiAy0" 
érapyéuous | Adyous: mpos dvdpa 8’ elxe Oapoyjcas dvjp, leaving out 
667 as interpolated. 

683-685 I should prefer to read «ef of’ ovv in 683, and 
évrevOev for Oarrew in 685, rejecting 684. 


693-695 I think we should read: ds xdxrodwv ra Kxeiuey’ ev 
rogoice ot | xeipet rpdowber, bs yap elyev edBoduws x.7.X. and Kat 
Tovd’ dmoXots for diAwy droyrdor in 697. I would observe that 
neither in Od. 11. 198, nor in the inscription apud Herod. 5. 61 
does it necessarily follow that édoxoros means ‘ well-aiming,’ and 
that, except for these two instances, that sense of evoxozmos 
appears to be peculiar to late writers. 

698, 699 I would read: viv 8 arep Fv Sopot Baxyeias Kakis | 
iarpos éAmis jx) Tapovoav éyypadov (€yypapov. Canter.). 

705, 706 I would read: xarawévavra pi) Kapavdcar pidors, 
rejecting the rest. 

713 The change to the singular advocated by Hermann 
should be adopted, for Orestes and Pylades are by themselves 
and without attendants. Such, too, is the case in the Zlectra of 
Euripides. Curiously enough there the clause, ywpeiv xpewr | 
Séuwv raved’ évros, dudes (394, 395) is intruded, as if Orestes had 
slaves to attend him, but striking it out, and the os that follows, 
all goes smoothly. 

737 Perhaps for, tyvde. mpos pev oixéras, we should read y7 
ev otv mpos oixeras, putting the full stop after ri@yra, and in 740, 
airy ye, dwuacw se toicde Tayxaxas, (airy rather than Kein, 
because of the éxetvos in 742) and rejecting 741 as interpolated. 
Note that the augment is left out in Gero in 738 to avoid an 
anapaest. 

751-753 It seems possible that there is no lacuna after 751, 
and that we should read é« for xai in 751 and, rAaca: ro ye py 
«7A. In 753. 

758 I should prefer dxparyjs for abrapxys. 

770, 772 I would read: py vv od trait’, ddd’ airov ds KAvy 
pode x.T.A, 

773 The reading of M. is Gp@ovcy ¢pevi. Dindorf notes: 
correctum ex schol. //. 15, 207 (quem exscribit Eustathius, 
p. 1013. 11) ubi hic versus ex Euripide affertur. Rightly, I 


—— 
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suppose, and therefore I reject it here as an interpolation, the 
more so because the reply of the nurse in 774 directly refers to 
ynGovcyn ppevi (772). ‘Are you in your right mind to suppose J 
am to rejoice on hearing such a message?’ rots yyyeApevois : 
the dative of the attendant circumstances. 


848-850 I think there is interpolation here, and IT would 
read: jKxovcapev pev ody rdd’, GANG wevOavov | elow zapeAPwv aitos 
dyyéAov mdpa, leaving out the rest. In 850 the MS. reading is 
aitos—mépt. dyyéAov is suggested by Aegisthus’ reply. 

851 I should prefer: idm éAéyéar BovAopar tov dyyedov. 


889 is I suspect interpolated, and not improbably 890, 891 as 
well. In that case Clytaemnestra would speak two verses corre- 
sponding to the two verses spoken by Orestes, 894, 895. 


900-902 must be interpolated. There seem to be only two 
actors, and except here Pylades never speaks throughout the 
play. Moreover, the Pylades of the Electras of Sophocles and 
Euripides is a persona muta. Pylades no doubt signifies to 
Orestes what he is to do by a gesture. 902 must mean: ‘ Hold 
all as your enemies rather than the gods,’ but this is very 
awkwardly expressed and could hardly have been written by 
Aeschylus. It is characteristic of the slavery to tradition of 
the Athenian stage, that this most awkward device of Pylades 
a8 a persona muta is continued by Sophocles and Euripides. No 
doubt however the rule as to three actors and no more would 
in some degree account for this. 


914 I should prefer: otk «f od y’ Eppup’ és Sopous Sopvgévors. 


997 properly follows 986, for vw clearly refers to the oréya- 
otpov of 984, but I regard 1000 as interpolated, and connect the 
dixrvov of 999 with the roodrov of 1001. In this speech I regard 
987-996, 1000, and 1005, 1006 as interpolated. 


1040-1041 I would read: dAX’ év xpdvw por rdvras ’Apyedous 
A€yw | expaprupycev ds éropovvOy rade. The intrusion of MevéAcws 
in 1041 was I suppose due to some one, who, having the arrival 
of Menelaus in his mind, fancied he was to testify as well as the 
Argives, or that the Argives were to testify to him on Orestes’ 
behalf. The explanation xaxa led to transference of rdde to the 
beginning of 1040 (for rad’ not ra 8’ is the MS. reading) and the 
expulsion of dAAd. 
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24 I should prefer: dye 5¢ ryvde Bpopuos, 005 dpyvnpova, ryvde 
referring to 7érpa in 22. 

41-45 I think we should read: (fovra zpoorpdzatov, év yepoiv 
Eidos | veooradés 1’ éxovra xaAdas xAddov | dpyyre padAAW cuodpovus 
éoreupevov. Aynve peyiorw and .dpynri pdAAw [ regard as variants, 
and rpde yap Tpavas ép@ as a mere tag to fill up the verse. So 
too aiuare ordfovra xeipas seems to me interpolated, for how 
should Orestes’ hands be still dripping with blood ? 

50 I do not think there is any lacuna after this verse, but 
that we should read iSotcd vw 8%. vw 5) would be easily cor- 
rupted to 757 leading to what we read. 

67 I would read trvw 8 dAovcas trade Tas pdpyous Spas, leaving 
out 68, and in 69 Nuxrés zaAatas ratdas. 

91 I would read: ropmaios ixérny rov8e xat roipaw’ éudv, leav- 
ing out 92, 93, as interpolated. 

95-99 I think the clause, zpoivvérw—iro, (98, 99) is interpo- 
lated, and I would read the passage thus: éyw 8 id’ ipav dd 
arytipacpevyn | aicxpas dAapa, cal vexpov dv éxravov | dvedos év 
POtroiow otk éxXelrerat. 

191 I would read here éyer’ for éor’, leaving out 192, and in 
193 orépynOpa* Onpos avtpov aiparoppodov x.t.A. 

219 I would read: ei 8 oty xérov xreivovaw ddAnAovs xaAQs, 
leaving out 220 as interpolated. 

287-289 Reading éuoi for xaXG in 287, I would read 288, 
289, thus: ywpas o’ advacca riod 'A@nvaia Kado | podciv dpwyov 
eue 0 avev KTHoet Oopos k.T-A. 

292 I would read here ci 8’ for ddA’, and in 294 reéetxas 
apOov for rifyow dopbdv, and everywhere up to the end of the 
speech, I would replace the third person by the second. 

410 There is certainly something wrong with the construc- 
tion of this verse. I would read: ipiv 6": épow 8 otdevi oraprav 
yevel. 

435 Perhaps we should read: céBew ov y' déia xan’ agiwv. 
Stanley reads dm’ déiwv. 

464 is I believe interpolated. 
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467, 468 rots ératriovs in 467 I believe to be an interpolation 
which has affected 468, I would read 467, 468 thus: ei py re 
Toavd epfaue: ov dé kpivov Sikny «.7.Xr. 


4.74, There should be a comma after xaapds. 
478 For yxwpa I would read xwpei. 


481,482 I would read: rowitra pév rad’: auddrepa, pevery, 
€pol, méeurev te traode, SvoroTp, ws dunyxaveitv. Intrusion of éoriv 
in 481 and corruption of dverorp’ to dvoro. would seem to have 
led to what he read in M. Svomjpar’ dunxdvws éuot seems how- 
ever to be misread for dvornjpar’, dunyav’ ds, enol. 


566-573 It is clear that there is much confusion and ob- 
scurity here. Neither the words d:aropos—orpatro (567-569), 
though no doubt Aeschylean, nor otpards itself, appears to have 
any business here. Note too the repetitions rAnpovpévys, rAnpov- 
pevov (568, 570) and orparév, orpara (566, 567), which I regard as 
indications of interpolation. I would endeavour to restore the 
passage thus: xypvoce, xypvg, Kat Aewy Kateipyabod’ | réAe 98 
€revxov, Tov T és aiavy xpdvov, | cat rovd’, dws av ev xatayvwcby 
dixn. And pray for the city that the trial may be decided with 
good results both as to the future and the present. Note that 
tovde in 572 is the original reading, and ravde the correction of 
the Ven. Flor. apographa. The dpiye of the interpolated 571 
(for so I regard it and 570) has expelled érevyov. Note too that 
as we now read te is clearly out of place in 572. 





631-635 I would read this passage thus: dé orparetas 4 yap 
HpmoAnkora | ra wAeiota TOvd eb pirodpdvws Sedeypevy, | Aovrpov 
per’ éx Spoirns mepavr’ dréppove | xdrre wedycac’ aitov év rendw- 
part. That dydpa in 635 cannot be right seems shown by the 
dvipos of 636.. Note too that the MS. reading in 634 is zepe- 


V4 , 
oxyvwcey, not raperKyvucer. 


662-673 Not only in my opinion is 667-673 interpolated but 
662-666 as well. I do not recognise any lacuna after 666, but 
regard 662-666, and 667-673, as independent interpolations. 
Nor do I think there is any lacuna after 664, for in 665 I would 
read ovddev for ov’ ev. 

674-678 I regard these verses as spurious. As to 676-678, 
I note from Dindorf that the order of 676-680 in M. is as 
follows : 679, 680, 678, 676, 677. This confirms my impression 
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as to 676-678. But the whole passage (674-678) seems to me 
incompatible with what follows 680. 


734-743 734 and 736-740, I believe to be interpolated. . I 
would read the whole passage then, omitting these verses, in 
the following order: 742, 743, 741, 735, so that it would run 
thus: éxBdAAcO” ds raxtora Tevxéwy wdAovs, | doous Sixacrav Torr’ 
éréoradtrat TéeXos: | vixg 8 Opéarys wav iadyyndos KpiOp, | Yapov yap 
atta THvd éyo tpocOycopat. Clearly as 741 now stands there is 
no occasion for xai, and it should be jv simply. 

750, 751 I regard with suspicion. 


762-766 I should be disposed to read these verses thus : 
kat viv dey, col Te xat TH GO oTpaTrg | Spxwporycas, py TW 
"Apyewv mort, | 7d Aourov els dravra wAEoTHpY xedvov | yp THO. 
éroive ev Kexacpevov Sdpv. 

797-799 are, I believe, interpolated. The MS. reading in 
798 is @yoas not xpyoas, nor does the emendation, however 
excellent as to sense, appear a probable one. I think the inter- 
polator wrote: airds 8 6 dyaas which was corrupted to 6 Oycas. 
It may be, however, though I do not think so, that Dindorf is 
right in holding 797, 799 to be genuine, and 798 alone 
interpolated. 


824, 825 825 is, in my judgment, certainly interpolated, 
and I would read 824 thus: ovk €or driysot, py 8 trepppoveir’ 
ayay. 

826-828 I would read these verses thus: xdéyo te Oapod, 
Suparos xdriotapat | KAqdas, Kepavvos ov adpayilerar povn. Kayo 
wérola Zyvi, would imply that the other speaker had expressed a 
reliance on Zeus, which is not the case, nor does xat ri det Aéyew 
appear to me to have any point or appropriateness. Note the 
use of ddua in the sense of ‘chamber,’ as in Medea 378, where 
vupdixov Sapa is the bridal chamber. 

830, 831 I believe to be interpolated, and I connect ot & 
evriOys évot in 829 with xoiya in 832. 

854-857 There is no lacuna after 855 but we should read: 
ov dé tipi Spod, | pay éxovora zpos Sdpors ’HpeyGéws, | revéer, rap’ 
dAAwy Hv av ov axéBois Bporay, rejecting map’ dvdpav Kat 
yuvaiketwy ordAwy as interpolated. 


910 éxdopwrépa can hardly be right. Perhaps we should 
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read : trav dvaceBovvrwv 8 éxhopay padXov redciv, placing a comma 
at the end of 909 and reading orépyovcay for orépyw yap in 911, 
with again a comma at the end of 910. The romtra cotcre of 
913 would itself suggest that orépyw yap is wrong, and that the 
word should apply to the Eumenides. 


1025-1028 I regard as interpolated. There should, how- 
ever, be placed a comma after dixaiws in 1025, and a full stop 
after @naqdos in 1026, while, for égixour’ dv, egixerbe 5’ should be 
read. Nor doI think that there is any lacuna after 1027, for 
in 1028 écOyjpacw is a gloss on évévrots, and the verse was pro- 
_bably originally something like this: gowcoBdrras +’ évdvrois 
xoopovpevot. Rejecting then 1025-1028 I would read 1024, 1029 
thus: ov mpormehoiry, aire Kat ead Bpéras | dpovpotow dAXG 
peyyos Spudo Ow arupés. 

1030 Perhaps we should read: ds edpevis 8% xOdvi0s 45’ GprrALa. 
See Dindorf’s note on 1026, 
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This play as seems to be the case with all those of Sophocles 
that have come down to us requires three actors. It is only in 
the first and last scene, however, that three performers appear 
on the stage at once. The great difference in the conduct of the 
play, compared with the Aeschylean drama, consists in the very 
subordinate part assigned to the choragus. The opposite ex- 
treme is to be seen in the Supplices of Aeschylus, where the per- 
formers, except in the one scene between the king and the herald, 
never discourse with each other, but only with the choragus. 

68-70 A comparison with 84, 85 seems to show that these 
verses are interpolated. The expression cvpdopar S€xov (68) also 
strikes me as strange and suspicious. 

272 I should prefer efyé viv for eixer’ ev. 

289 The MS. reading is dxAyros not dxatpos. But d«Ayros is 
derived from some paraphraser or glossator, and has intruded 
itself into the text. Rejecting it then I would read 289, 290 
thus: ri ryvde reipav, ov’ bn’ ayyéAwv | KAnOels, epopyas, otre mov 
Bons KAvwv x.7.d. 

437,438 There is I think strong reason to er that the 
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words 6 xeivov—Tpoias are interpolated. So too 459 can hardly 
I think be genuine. 


537 For éx ravd’ av I should prefer év row ia’. 
562, 563 See Preface, p. xxii. 


589, 590 I should prefer: ob Oeoici y’, to6’, éyw | ds oddev 
dpxeiv ety’ odererys er. cy disappeared. icf became ols’. 

651 I would read Badiy ddeis ds viv @yAvvOnv ordpa; ‘as 
though I had lost my temper.’ The explanation as oidypos has 
led to the intrusion of that word and the expulsion of ddeis and 
viv, which (viv) is justified by rére in 650. Compare Aristotle, 
Pol. p. 1334. a. 8. Badia yap addiaor, dorep 6 aidnpos, eipyvyy 
dyovres. There too I regard dorep 6 cidypos as an explanation 
which has got into the text. 


675 It is remarkable that in Aeschylus and Euripides there 
is no example of éy d¢ nor in Sophocles of #3. 7d€ is found 
indeed, I believe, in the fragments, but there it is probably due 
to the copyists. I do not understand Lid. and Scott asserting 
that év 8’ in Ant. 420, £7. 713, is due to tmesis, There is surely 
no such word as éypeordw, and one might as well I think 
suppose tmesis here. 


684, 685 I should prefer: ot 8 dudi rovrois Oeots poAoto” 
ciow, yvvat x.7.r. a TéXovs, especially as followed by reAciorGau, 
has the look of an interpolation. 


730 I regard xoAeav as a dissyllable, for Sophocles avoids 
beginning a verse with an anapaest. 


747 I would restore mwép. (Dind. mdpe) reading ~ oie 8a for 
eldws. : : 

748, 749 There isa certain awkwardness about ies con- 
struction of these verses which leads me to think we should read 
them in one thus: rogotrov old’, ws éx tTupavyiKod KvKAov K.T.A. 
old’ ws was I believe corrupted to eidws, and this will account for 
the eidws of 747. 


756-777 The greater part of 757, and the whole passage, ra 
yap—qpovav (758-777), notwithstanding the general merit of 
the style appear to me to be interpolated. I would read then 
756, 778 thus, leaving out 757-777: pnvw yap abrov rpd Onpépa. 
povy | Adv ’AOdvas, GAA’, ér’ ef y' ein, TAdy’ Gv «.7.A. The one 
point where the interpolator especially betrays himself is in ds: 
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édy A€ywv, by which he effects the transition from the genuine 
text to his own composition. In 771 I do not doubt the true 
reading is dav ‘A@dvav, as Mehlhorn suggests, depending on 
dvtipwvet, and in 772 70d’. rods’, I take it, arose from 8 dis- 
appearing before a. It is remarkable that if ever a letter dis- 


appears the copyists make a point of supplying it by a wrong 
one. 


788 For xeivos, ef KdAyxas, vodds I should prefer pavris ei 
KdAyxas oadys. The fact that the original MS. reading is 
éxeivos, corrected by the dupOwr7s to xeivos, points to the word 
being an interpolation. 


799 The MS. reading is éAmife. dépev. I would read then: 
Atayri Sit’ GAcOpov éArrile: pepe. Possibly djr° was corrupted to 
89 y', which, being felt to be inadmissible, led- to what we 
read. 


813-814 As we cannot very well suppose the chorus would 
leave the stage in search of Ajax, I can only imagine that a 
curtain rose, behind which he delivered his last speech. The 
curtain then would fall, I suppose, at 866, while at 891 the voice 
of Tecmessa would be heard from’ behind the corner of the stage, 
as issuing from the grove, when Ajax was supposed to kill him- 
self. At 915 some of the chorus I take it stoop down and lift 
up the body of Ajax, over which Tecmessa throws a robe, before 
it is brought out in sight of the audience. The body is then laid 
out on the stage in the true tragic fashion, where it remains 
during the rest of the play. There is of course no sort of con- 
nexion between the body and the actor who represented Ajax, 
for he no doubt reappears as Teucer. Should we suppose then 
that the actor who represented Athena and Tecmessa also took, 
as he well might do, the parts of Menelaus and Agamemnon, all 
that would remain to the third actor would be the small part of 
Ulysses. 


969 One might read: rod 870’ éxati 7Hd’ ereyyeAGev av; But I 
suspect that the whole passage, 966-973 is interpolated, and not 


merely 966-968. 969 indeed seems a repetition of 961, and the 
speech would appropriately end with 965. 


986 I can never believe that a verse can begin with dy7ra. I 
would read then 986 thus: dei ris avrov detpo, py viv ds Kevys, and 
in 987 ris dprdoy for dvaprdcy. vw would disappear after py 
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By xevy) A€awwa is meant, 1 suppose, a lioness who has lost her 
mate, and who is therefore obliged to go in search of food, leaving 
her whelp unguarded. 


994-997 The absence of the caesura in 994 warns us there is 
something wrong with the text. Dindorf has the note: dracéy 
prima sed a eraso. In 995 there is a clear violation of the 
cretic canon, and it is difficult to believe that Sophocles could 
have written, Suxwv xagtyvooxorovpevos (997). I would then read 
the passage thus: 6d6v 6° dmacév 680s dvdcaca 87 | arAdyxvov 
padior’, qv viv €Byv tov cov popov, | & didrratr’ Alas, é&tyvooKorov- 
pevos. 

1000 It seems to me it should be éxzoday not éuroduv. 


1026 ¢ovéws dissyllable, and so too dovéa always when it 
begins a verse. 

1046 I would read: MevéeAews éf’ &. ed’ wis precisely equiva- 
lent too. Compare Z/. 85. Here as usual the incorrect form 
MevédAaos has expelled MevéAeus (trisyllable). 


1085, 1086 I should prefer: xai py Soxeirw Spay tis olow 


¢ 2. 3 , e \ , 
NOETaL | OUK QVTLTLOELY OLA KAL AurynC €Tal. 


1091 There is something wrong, as the want of a caesura, and 
the incorrect form MevéAaos show. I would read py, Mevédews, 
ws Trav’ troarjcas codas. ws might disappear after Meve- 
Aews, and the copyists, though not regarding the vocative MevdAcws 
as inadmissible, are always ready to change it to MevéAae if they 
can. 


1109 As we read, drepos orparnyos would mean Agamemnon. 
But Teucer’s argument is, not that Agamemnen has no right to 
command, but that he, Menelaus has no more right to do so than 
any other general. I think then we should read: cite orparnyds 
érepos. This seems to me confirmed by 1116, where rov orparnyov 
is of course Agememnon. 


1172-1173 Here, ixérys épayar, and Gdxe mpoorpdmaos do 
not go well together, and still less the ora@eis of 1171, with the 
Odxe, of 1173. I would read: & wat mpdcedOe dedpo Kai rarpés 
méAas | Oaxav épaar rpootpomos, xepotv éxwy x.t.X. Observe that 
the anapaest ixerys is due to interpolation, and so I think it will 
generally be found to be the case, where a verse begins with an 
anapaest in Sophocles, unless contained in a proper name. 
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1302 I should prefer dvacca for BaciAea for the reason 
stated above. There is I think no other instances of BaciAeo in 
Sophocles. 


1309 zpets. Who are the three? I suppose Ajax, Tecmessa, 
and Eurysaces, but this is not to the purpose. I would read: 
Bareire kaye TGS Spod ovyKetpevov. 

1310-1312 Perhaps we should read éei Oavetvy por rovd trep 
rovoupevw | KaAdv ye wGAXov, 7 yuvatkds ovvexa | THS TOD VV, Ov TOD 
gov y Spaipovos, Aéyw ; Since it is surely more honourable for 
me to die in this man’s service, than for the sake of a woman, 
the wife of whom shall I say, not surely your brother. I can 
see no meaning in the opposition of Agamemnon and Menelaus. 
and I would observe that the MS. reading is, rod cod y’ 6paipovos, 
as I learn from Paley. zpod7jAws too in 1311 has all the 
appearance of an interpolation. I can only conjecture that 
what we read now has arisen from a corruption of rys rod vi to 
THS TOV viv. 


1369 I would read: as dv y édons wavrayn xpyords Kael. 
Agamemnon is not asked to do anything, bnt to suffer some- 
thing to be done. Dindorf has the note: y om. pr. addidit m. 
ant. xexAnoerat in 1368 seems to suggest cadet (fut.) here. 
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2-6 I would read this passage thus: dp’ vic @’ ori Zebs trav ax” 
Oidirov kaxav | édAcizrov et Te va Ere Cwoawv Teel; | ovdey yap ovr’ 
dmrnuov ovr’ ays atep | TOV CoV Te Kapa éoTrw dv orarapev. The 
aicxpov atiuov of 5 savours of interpolation, and in 4 the MS.. 
reading is drys drep. I believe the fault does not lie there, but 
in éAyewov for which I read darypov. In 2 Dindorf would read :: 
éo@ for olo6’, and it is clear that as the text stands otc6a is 
unsatisfactory. On 6m Dindorf has this note: ori. 6,7. cum 
diastole ab alia, manu antiqua, 2.¢e. 1 suppose the original reading: 
Was ort. 


168, 169 I should prefer: dudi Kai ro raid’ ex | keivov- 


pevovras x... keivov not xeivwy seems certainly required. 


170-174 There seems to be much interpolation here. One 
might endeavour to restore the text thus : viv ov, éxeivwy pos: 


D 
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durAns poipas piav | dAwAdrwy Kab’ quepav, eyo xpdrty | yévous Kar’ 
dyxrreia Kat Opdvous exw. 

211-213 The MS. reading is xai not «és in 212, and in 213, 
mov 7 éverrt, not, rov mapeort. I believe the passage to be much 
interpolated and would restore it thus: é06’ ols dpécxe cot 
vopots xpyoOa, Kpéov. éore got: it is in your power. 

263 The MS. reading is: épevye was 76 py cid€va. Compar- 
ing 443 I would read: dAX’ éduy’ dmrapvovpevos. To pi) cidévar has 
arisen from an explanation, dzapvovpevos To py eidévar. I would 
observe that the aor. seems more appropriate than the imp. for 
the meaning is that each culprit cleared himself by a simple 
denial, as there was no evidence against him. 


292 I should prefer éug for éud, connecting with ¢vyé in 291. 
éu@ I suppose was corrupted to éwoi, leading to épé. 

326 At this verse Creon leaves the stage, and the words of 
the guard are spoken after him, not to him. 


392-395 Here the tautology of éxrds and wapa in 392, the 
inappropriateness of pujKxos in 393, and the unnecessary &’ dpxwv 
of 394, suggest interpolation. I would restore the text thus: 
GAN’ oddey 7 yap éxrds éAmi8os xapa | Eorxev GAAy, Kairep dy dmd- 
poros | wdpey’ dywv ryvd’, 4% tadhov KadevpéOy x.7.r., the MS. 
reading being, xafevpéOy tadov. Perhaps however we should 
read : #ris yvpéby Tadov. 

417-420 Here too there seems to be much interpolation, and 
either oxyrrés is a gloss on tudds, or vice versa. Suidas who 
notices both words quotes oxymrros from Theophylactus Simocatta, 
and rvdas from Aristophanes. I should be disposed then to 
think that oxyrrés was a word in vogue with later writers, and 
therefore ths gloss, and I would read the passage thus: xal xadp’ 
COadre: KedOis éEdpas xGoves | ripaAnor rupas wediov aixiZwv PoByv 

| vAns aracav, év 8 évertwOn péyas x.7.A. 

414 The MS. reading is afedyoo, I would read then: rovde 
pedyjoot. 

423-425 426 does not well hang together with what goes 
before, and xevijs edvys, dphavov Aé€xos, (424, 425) are tautological. 
I think we should read: % mais épa@rat: xwxver 8’ dpvis d7rws, | drav 
veorowv dppavov BrAety A€xos. But as a bird mourns, when, etc., 
so she, etc. This hangs together. 








verse to be Interpolated. 


466, 467 | would read: wv 6’ ay, ei tov €€ uns | pytpos y’ 
aGarrov ovT dvacyoiyv vexvy, rejecting 468 as interpolated. I 
connect ovr with é€ guys, and I[ observe that @avovra seems 
altogether out of place in 467. ovr I suppose dropped out after 
the ov of afarrov, and was supplied by @avovr’. 


502-505 I would read this passage thus: kxairot wobev y' av 
exAvor evkAcerTept, | Tov a uTabeA hor 7 ridevora. jou Ticbw : | obrow be 
mwavrTes TOUT dv avdavew oicor | Acyouev, €f wy K.T.A. KAEoS evKAEEC- 
repov is surely suspicious, and the form in which I present 504, 
905 is, 1f seems to me, more satisfactory than what we now read. 
It may however be alleged in view of 508, 509, that 504 505, 
are interpolated. In that case | simply adhere to my reading 
of 502, 503. 


574, 576 The MSS. assign these verses to Ismene, I think 
rightly. But in that case we should have to read, «ai trois for Kat 
go, in 577. Creon means, that the decree is not only his decree 
but has been acquiesced in by the chorus. Compare 212-214, 


648-652 The MB. reading in 648 13 TLS bpevas up 1/OOVNS; 
without any dapeis. Rejecting 651, 652 as an interpolation I 
would read 648-650 thus: py) pot ver, © wal, tas dpevas rol! 
ovreka | KAKHS ‘yVVALKOS exbadys, elOws OTE | Yu pov TapayKcAur Lo. 
cuvvomos kaxy. The interpolation of 651, 652 has no doubt led 
to the alterations in 648-650, while the unmetrical, tas dpévas 
id’ yOorjs remains to point out that the verses have been tam- 
pered with. pot however may have disappeared after jp. 

690 There is, [ think, no lacuna after this verse, but 691 is 
an interpolation, intended to be read after 693, It constantly 
happens that interpolated verses, being written on the margin, 
are inserted in the wrong place by careless copyists. 

724, 725 These verses as the text stands clearly fail to 
express what is intended. I would read: rové eixos, dvag, et te 
xaipwov Aeyet | pabely oe, cov T al’ od’, ev yap etpyrat durAy. 

739 Blaydes rightly judges that ye should follow xadds, but 


I think épyyys is a gloss, and that we should read: xevys xadas 
y av ov roAews dpxots povos. 


759 I should prefer érz for ézi. 
: D2 
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775, 776 Rejecting 776 as interpolated, I would read 775 
thus : dopPijs rorotrov ws ayos pevyew mpobeis. 

883-928 I think that not only 900-928, but 883-899 
as well, is the work of the ancient interpolator Dindorf speaks 
of ; one who was not merely an interpolator but a poet as well. 
I believe however, that the whole passage (883-928) was intended 
to be read after 943, or in place of 929-943. 

883 I would read: woas pev, tore, cai yoous x.7.A. dowdy is 
inadmissible in iambics. 

884. I should prefer : ovd« éorw bs mavoait’ av x.t.X. 


1012 I would place a full-stop at the end of this verse, not 
doubting that 1013 is interpolated. 

1035 I should prefer : rav 8 in’ & yéve. Comp. O. R. 1430. 

1056 I think y’ has dropped out after rupavvuv. 

1096, 1097 I think there is interpolation, and that we 
should read in one verse: rd 7’ eixaGely yap, kat To py, Sevov 
weXeL. 

1108 At this verse Creon it seems to me hurries off the 
stage, and I believe 1109-1114 to be interpolated. 

1165-1171 This passage has certainly been tampered with. 
One might perhaps restore it thus: ras yap jdovas | orav mpo0da 
ats, avdp’ ér’ ob riOnp’ eyo | Liv rodrov, GAN’ Euivyov iyodpat 
vexpov. | wAoutav yap hv Kar’ olkov, ei BovAa, peya, | Lp “xwv Tupdy- 
vou oxnpa, To 5é xaipev damp, | ovk av wpiatunv Tadd’ éyw Karrvod 
OKtas. 

1180-1182 Here too is interpolation. I would read: xai 
pnv tédaw 798’ Eipvdicn ’k Scpwv wepa, | Hrou kAvovea, rads, 7) TUX 
Ttvi. 

1183-1186 I strongly suspect are interpolated, and I would 
read 1187-1189 thus: rvAyns xaAdoav KApOpd p’ oixetov Kaxod | 
BadAc Sv drwov POdyyos, trria 58 rpos | Suwatow exrAOnv éxrerAny- 
pevn poe. 

1282 There appear to have been two readings at the end of 
this verse ; dAws, ious. I would read gious. Dindorf has ézos. 

1241 I would read this verse thus: "Aidov ’v Somos decAacos 
eiAnxws TEAn. y' which is inserted by Heath between é& and 
"Avdov has no business here. 


1242, 1243 I think we should read : deffas, 6rw zpdceor, Thy 














in 1243 as an explanation of drw. 

1251, 1252 These verses as they stand do not convey 
properly the sense intended. J would read: ov« otéa’ pwaAAov rH 
y' aya gtiyy Papos, | AoKO), Tpocert , i) Ty parry ToAAy Boy. Com- 
pare 1256. 

1278-1281 I would read: ra Lev po yeipw Tude chEepu, Ta. 0 
év Oopots, | & derrof’, yKwv Kai Tay’ cicower Kaxd. ws ExwV TE Kal 
kexTnuevos, in 1278 is manifestly interpolated. 1281, does not 
seem to me to be interpolated. I would read: KP. ri 8° eort 
XElpor at Kaxory Kako Ett } 

1283 however does seem to me an interpolation, as conveying 
the information Creon asks for in 1314, and I would read 1282 
thus: yuvi réOvnxe Tovde iy prjryp vexpod. 

1301-1316 This passage is certainly much confused. Here 
again what the messenger speaks in 1301-1305, should, it would 
seem, follow 1315. Possibly we should reject 1506-1315 alto- 
gether as interpolated, and read the rest in this order. Placing 
1514, 1315 after 1300, I would reject 1301, and 1316, and read 
1314, 1515 with 1802-1305, thus: KP. woiw é€ xdwéAuce tov 
Biov trporw ; AT. wAyyeur ud’ Trap ab’royep, kAaicara pe | Tou 


apiv Gavdvros Meyapéws xevov Aadyos, | avbis be Tdvde, Aoiobiow He 





wot Kaxas | Tpakes éehupvicaca ta watoxtovw. ‘Lhe Ms. reading 
in 13514 1S, Tow be KaTeAvoar ev ovats TPOTW ; and in 1dS15, 

al 7 ff . i] f | " a 3 \) — id 
Talove vd iprap attoyep avTny, orws, and in 1502, kwxvcace per. 
I fit then 1315 into 1302, omitting the words, Avec xeAawa PaAe- 
dapa. In 1305 for «Aewor, I read, xevov. Aayos, ‘portion,’ * 1n- 
heritance.’ xevov corrupted to xawov became xAewov. 
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18-21 These verses are I believe interpolated. Those who 
are here gathered, some young children, others in extreme old 
age, are the only ones who require to be mentioned. Thereis no 
occasion for any mention of priests or of any other iAov, suppli- 
cating elsewhere. What too is meant by, ot 6 ém’ yGewv, or even if 
iw yGéwv is read? Note the two anapaests tepis, dyopaio., indi- 
cative as [ believe, of interpolation. 


26, 27 I should prefer Povvopott xdyovous | Toxos yuvatKor, 
to avoid the anapaest at the beginning of 27. Here I take it 
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ou was corrupted to ov, leading to disappearance of to and what 
we read. In 27 the words, év 8’ 6 rvpqopos Oeds, seem to be inter- 
polated from 0.C.. 55, I should suppose to fill up alacuna. They 
do not seem very appropriate here, and are used in a very dif- 
ferent sense there. One might conjecture: xdzi rots, Tupws 
é7ws, striking out the comma before and after Aoos €xOioros 


in 28. 


36, 37 I would read: oxAnpas és jas dorv Kadpuetov podwy | 
wood 'feAvoas Sacpov Sv mapeiyoueyv. dodds is inadmissible in 
iambics. 

41 ixerevouev. Here is the exception, which proves the rule, 
for ixerevouey could hardly be got into a senarius at all, without 
an anapaest in the first place. Compare 0.C’. 1327. 


85, 86 I hardly think Oedipus would call Creon, dvag. Perhaps 
we should read: riv’ npiv axes, mat Mevouéws Kpéov | éudv re 
kyndevp’, éx Geod pyunv dépwv ; 

105 For yé mw Hartung suggests y’ éyw. I should prefer 
y€ mov. 

117 This verse is not very satisfactory as itstands. Perhaps 
we should read: xareitdev, ob tis Gv muOdpmevos exudBo. Kareidev 


as Dindorf tells us, 1s ths MS. reading and ozov, not drov, of the 
first hand. 


227 No doubt something has fallen out after this verse, in 
which the case of the self-accuser was dealt with. But I 
should say more than one verse only was missing, as Dindorf 
supposes. 


244-268 I regard this whole passage as an interpolation, and 
a feeling that there is something wrong with it has no doubt 
led Dindorf to read 246-251 after 272, for which I can see no 
sufficient reason. I regard however 267, 268 as the work of 
another hand, and intended to be read between 245 and 246. 
Note that the anapaest in 256 occurs in a verse I do not regard 
as genuine. 

284-286 There seems no reason why the chorus should 
call Teiresias, dvagé. I would read the passuge thus: dvaé, 
dvaxte Tal’ Spavr’ ériorapat | PoiBw pddiora Teipeciav, wap’ ob ye 
rou | oxoTwyv tis Gv 740’ éxudor cadpeorata ; so too I would read 


in 303, 304: is re apoordtyny | cwrypd 0 aya cé povvoy égevpic- 
xopev. I suppose corruption of dua to dva has led to dva€. 














SOPH. 0.R. 39 


294 The MS. reading is Seipards 7’ not dSeysdrwv. Restoring 
Seiuaros I would read y’ for 7’. 

316, 317 7réAy in 316 has arisen from an explanation of Avy, 

AvorréAn. I would read then: évOa py Avy | dpovety Ppovodvre 
K.T.A, . 
324, 325 Leaving out 325 as interpolated, I would read 324 
thus: 6p yap ov col xaipiov Puvnp’ idv. As Oedipus speaks one 
verse at 319, so one would expect Teiresias to speak one verse 
here, 

326 In any case for y’ I would read p’, but I do not see what 
satisfactory sense can be attached to dpovav. I would read: py 
mpos Oeav ye py p arootpadys. gpovav has I suppose been intro- 
duced, though ineptly, because of ¢poveire in 328. 

329 oa, as I have observed at the end of the preface, cannot 
be elided in Tragedy. I would read then in 329: és rapa py 
eimy, TOE y’ expyvw kaxd. %.¢.a8 Creon ultimately understands 
it to mean, ‘I will be true to Creon so long as he is true to me.’ 
Literally, ‘I will never betray a man’s secrets to his undoing, so 
long as he does not betray mine.’ The sense of 328, 329 as we 
read them, is obscure and confused. 


336 I hold to be interpolated. One would expect Oedipus to 
speak two verses only. 


345, 346 I think we should read these verses thus: ovdt 
mapyjow y'* toOe yap Soxav éuot. Thus Oedipus will speak four 
verses to Teiresias’ two, just as he speaks two at 354, 355 to 
Tei esias’ four. 


360 I should prefer : 7 ’xrepd Aéywv ; this seems to me better 
in itself, and confirmed by the at6ts dpdcov of Oedipus’ answer. 


405 Here again elision of oa points to something wrong. I 
would read then 404, 405 thus: ypiv 106’, ds per eixdoat, Ta TOUS 
ern | opyn AcA€xOau, Ta Te oa viv, dvag, Soxet. Disappearance of 706’ 
may have had something to do with the matter. I may observe 
I know of no instance of the chorus in this play calling Oedipus 
anything but dvag, except in 1073, where, as I will show, it is 
due to interpolation. 


420 for rotos Aysnv, I would read, zofa vazy, Aepov, I con- 
ceive took the place of vay, and was corrected metri gratia to 


Aupnv. 
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516 I would read with Blaydes: Soxet te wpds y' euov. re 
would easily disappear before wz (see Dindorf’s note). 


566 The MS. reading is Oavoyros, not xravovros. But it 
appears to me that 566, 567, are interpolated. 568 properly 
answers to 565, and the intrusion of these verses, which are not 
to the purpose, only weakens the effect intended. 

583 Heimsoeth’s emendation, éyw for éyx, seems to commend 
itself. 

598 wav. Dindorf has the note: dzav pr. and it seems 
better than wav. I would read: 76 yap ruyew évradl’ amav 
aurots évt. 

604. There should be a full stop at the end of this verse. 

605 For rotr’ add’ (for such is the MS. reading, with the 
gloss, rovro dé, written above it,) I would read: rotro 8’ ét’ x.1.d. 

630 I would read, restoring rjode: xdpol roAews THOS’, odxI 
col povw, mera. 

631-633 I think we should read: zavoac6’, dvaxres* a\AG 
Tyvde Katpiav | opav ex Sopwv areixovcav "loxdornv dpa. The 
words, pel’ 7s—ypedv (632, 633) savour of interpolation. 

637, 638 are not improbably an interpolation. If they are 
left out Jocasta will speak three verses to Creon’s three. 

709 éxov for pérexov. Compare Phaedrus, p. 244 c. é€avrn 
éroinoe TOV éavTAs ExovTa mpds TOV TapdvTa Kal Tov EreTa ypovoV. 

728 The MS. reading is troorpadeis. I would read then : 
motas pépysvas tov tro otpadels A€yers; By what care are you 
exercised that you say this ? 

766 I would read: wdpeore 89 for wdpeorw. And suppose 
him present. Dislike to crasis with d\Aa, may have led to 87 being 
left out. 


785 I would read: xéyo 7a pev Keivow dd’ Addouynv kr\vwv. The 
explanation éreprounv expelled ad’. 

815 MS. reading: ris rovdé y' avdpos viv gor’ aOAtwrepos ; Dind. 
(referring to 1204) ris roid’ dxovew dvdpds aOAuwrepos ; I should 
prefer: ris trovdé y' dvdpds abAwrepos xAvew ; The expl. viv gor 
expelled xAveuv. 

816 appears to be interpolated. 


821, 822 Ialso strongly suspect. They interrupt the course of 
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the speech, and do not well harmonize with what precedes or 
- follows. 


823, 824 have I think been affected by the interpolation, and 
IT would read them thus: dp ovx dvayvos ; ovxt was épuv Kakds ; 
| ef xp puyety pe pyre Tots epods idety x.7.A. restoring wyr in 
825, where Dindorf has the note: yy pw’ pr. in pyr mutatum a 
m. antiqua, while on 824 he has: pyor: (sic) a m. antiqua in 
pyre toutatum. 


856 I would read: xaréxrav’, aris ds mapoiev dXero, restoring 
the caesura. 


852, 853 These verses should I think be read thus: ovrou 
wo’ otros rov ye Aatov dovéa | davot o’ av dpbas, ov ye Aogias dvag 
x.t.A. I have to observe: that the MS. reading (in 852) is rov 
not ody: that dovéa, not being recognised as a dissyllable, was 
changed to ¢dvov: that dixaiws is an explanation of dép6ds, 
which has intruded itself into the text expelling o’ dy before 
6p0as, and dvag at the end of the verse, and leading further 
to the change of dp6ds to épOov, metri gratia. Besides all this 
Jocasta never calls Oedipus dvag, any more than the Chorus calls 
him Oedipus. 


943,944 The MS. reading is: 10. és elzas;  réOvyxe 
IloAvBos ; AT. ei 8% yy | A€yw y’ eyo raAnGes A&G Oavetv. Dind. 
Tas elas 3 y TEOVyKEV Oidirov warnp; AT. réOvyxev: ei 5é wy adres 
df Oaveiv. I would read: 10. ras dys; réOvnxe TLoAvBos ; 
AT. atros ds éya, | ci poy A€yw TdAnGes, aia Oavetv. Disappear- 
ance of ws after airés led I suppose to what we read. 

968 I should prefer : xarw xéxevOe yijs x.7.A. 59 is clearly out 
of place and Dindorf has this note: 8) primo omissum addidit 
eadem manus, xe would easily disappear before the xe of xev6e 
leading to the intrusion of $7. It is specially the perfect that 
has the intr. sense. 


976 The MS. reading is: rd pyrpds A€xos. I would read : 
Kal TOS ; TO wntpds Se A€xos ovK dxvety pe xpy ; 5é would easily dis- 
appear before A€xos. 

1031 The MS. reading is: & xatpois AapBadvers. I would 
read: ri 8’ dAyos icxovr’ édaBes ev Kaipo ov pe. Kalpo ov, Was 
I suppose corrupted to xatpoto., and év xaipois AauBaves is a 
paraphrase. 

1062, 1063 The MS. reading (in 1062) is: od8’ dv ex tpirys 


a 
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éyo. I should prefer: ovd? xav rpirys dro | é 
exgavet Kaky. 

1071, 1072 are clearly interpolated as a 
1075, and this has led there to the further 1 
words, Oidirovs—yuvy. As I have before ot 
never calls Oedipus anything else but dvag. 
1072, 1073 thus: ri wore BEByxev Hde oty ; 6K 

1167 Perhaps for yevynydrwv we should re 


1178 I should prefer és 7’ for ds, és 7 1 
rupted to aor’. 

1184 Note here the elision of re at the 
(compare 29), a practice it would seem pe 
like the shortening of the last syllable of 7p 
There is however an example in Rhesus 9 
manifestly corrupt, parnv dp’ judas Opyxios o1 
is the MS. reading) ééwao’, “Exrop, rade fh 
should read : pdrynv dp’ otros Opyxiw otparyAd: 
It should have been clear to those who corre: 
SuppyAarns, that yuds could not be right, for 
the Chorus the charioteer charged with the 
effect is produced by the Chorus thus blur 
had all along supposed Hector to be gui 
undeceived them. 

1225 I should prefer : éyyeveis ds, et y' Er 

1249 Note omission of augment of éyodro 

1264 6 5: The MS. reading in 1265 is 
then we should read dzrws 6’ here, and in 12! 
Bree. 

1271-1274 This passage as it stands is ok 
if not unintelligible. I would endeavour t 
ToT epupvav, ws ope TOV oKdTov Brew | xp 
ods pev ovK edet | tdorev, ods Expyley odK eyvwKdre 
édupvev from 1275.  iSorev refers to the child 
mother, odx éyvwxdres to Laius and Jocasta. 
to the end of the speech I regard as entir 
interpolated. 

1880 has every appearance of being intery 

1411 is I believe interpolated. We cert: 
well without it. 


re-cf ne I FRG Loo], 


1463-1465 I would/read : aly Xwpis ovmor’ éordOy tpamel’ émai, 
leaving out the rest, and in 1466, raiy for aly. 

1481 I should prefor és for ws. 

1506 Whether we read exyevels Or éyyeveis the sense is un- 
Satisfactory. I should prefer to read 1505, 1906, thus: ras god 
'K yevous TTWyas avavopovs TEpUons dAwpévovs. In 1505 the MS. 
reading is Tapidns, and in 1506, eyyevets, 

1512-1514 The MS. reading is viv 8¢ rodr’ evyer Oe por, | ob 

a] a *% " =. ¥ & # & ~ = * # 
mmpOs act Cyv, rou Biov 8e Awovos | bmas Kipprat rod PvTevcarros 
ratpos. No one could suppose such a text to be genuine but 
Dindor{'s emendations are hardly satisfactory. I would read : 
evyopae 8 Awovos | Biov rvyeiy Thu Tov durevoavros TAT POs, 

1526 I believe to be interpolated. 


1528. 1529 I would read in one verse thus: Gore Ovyroy 
orra pndér’ 6X Bicat Xpeur, amply av x.rA. 
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104 1 rather think we should read - cL my OKO TL petdvws 
poyGuv tyew, re jecting 105, 

! 13, 114 1 would read : reynromat TE, Kal ov ju eg gouD Toda | 
rufeton. Kpuyov, rave’ gas dy exude «.r.X, leaving out war’ dos. 
The MS. read ing is dda not rod. 

277, 278 I would read : rav Gedy | powpay (so certain copies) 
Toteiobe pydeniay: wyetobe 82 w.7.A. I should however prefer dpav 
for moipay. 

$27, 328 I believe the words & warepn—rédyvas, are interpo- 
lated, and also 330, which the MSS, read after 327. The MS, 
reading however in 33] being, & dvodbAut rpodal, I think the 
whole verse is intended to be assigned to Oedipus, which would 
in itself show it to be spurious. 

362 I suspect xos Karouxoins, Perhaps we should read - Tay 
rit Kar’ OLKOUS euTodoca fo Tpodyv. Kar’ olxovs ‘from house to 
house,’ KTH distributive, Cnrowra I regard AS A gloss on 


éera\nera. 


369 Blaydes rightly objecting to Aoyw reads ¢dévw. Perhaps 
for Aoyw we should read doKeL (for €5éxer to avoid anapaest ), 
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placing after it the comma that now stands at the end of 368, 
and a comma after épis in 367. 


380, 381 I think we should read these verses thus: ds 
airix’ “Apyos 7 mpos ovpavov BiBav, | rypBw xabeEwv 7 7d Kadpeiwv 
wédov, 2.€. he would either exalt Argos to the skies, or if defeated 
would be buried in Theban earth. Corruption of répBw to ryu7 
led to the confusion. 


391 7 is an insertion of Hermann’s to fill up the verse. I 
would suggest : ris 8’ dvdpos éx rode y’ ed mpagecev av. 


402 I should prefer: xetvours riuBw Svorvyav goer Bapis. 


404 zpocbécba is not very satisfactory, and it would seem 
from Dindorf’s note that wédas originally stood before zpoo- 
6éoGa.. Perhaps we should read: rovrov rpobécba roivev oide 
a otvexa x.7.A. médas then may have been an explanation that 
got into the text. 


481 I would read: Spdcov pertoons. dvdatos may have arisen 
from an inept explanation of Spdcov. péAccoa by itself cannot 
possibly stand for honey. The two first libations were to be of 
water, the third of honey. 


504, 505 There is surely something wrong here. I should 
be disposed to read : GAN’ ely’ éyw reAotaa Tadra, Tov Torov 8, | ty’ 
dv pm’ éhevpely xp7y ‘ort, BovAopat pabetv. No doubt it was dislike 
to the elision at the end of the verse that led to the corrupt text 
we read. ‘I desire to know the place where those things are I 
have need to find.’ eAovca without an object seems to me 
impossible. 

554 For dxovwv Nauck would read Aevioowv. I think we 
should read 553, 554 thus: xdccowr viv | év towwid’ dxady wadAov 
éferiotapat. 

583 The yp. ra Aviad’ dp (sic) airj, seems intended for, ra 
Noic$’ drasret, which I should prefer to the present reading. 

590 The MS. reading is: ef OéAovr’ dv. I would read: add’ 
dv Oédouev y odde coi hevyew Kadov. 

684, 685 I think these verses originally stood thus: Oapoety 
pe ow eywye Kal ywopys euns | dvev o’ érawa x.7.. The MS. 
reading is: xavev rhs éuys | yvouys era, in violation of the 
canon, to which probably disappearance of o’ before the é of 
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ératv® led. As however they do not well harmonize with the 
rest of the speech, I suspect they are interpolated. 

732 Dindorf says, Videtur Spdacew fuisse, and the future 
seems to be required. I would read: yw yap ov dpacew re 
BovAnOeis «.7.X. 

755 I would restore viv (or rather vv) at the end of this 
verse, reading in 757: OéAncov doru Kati Sdmovs oikely wad. 

758 Perhaps we should read: ryde yj roAAHV xdpw K.7.r. 759, 
760 seem to point to y7 rather than zoAss. 

780 The MS. reading was originally rjode without any dy. 
I would read : parnv ap’ av ot riod y Hdovns Tixors, without any 
mark of interrogation. pataiov I suppose got into the text for 
patyy, and y’ dropped out. 

797 I should prefer: aX’, ich yép ov raita ph weiocev 
pe, Oe. 

813, 814 The MS. reading is: od oé, rpos Sé rovs didovs, in 
813. I would read then: papripopor roves’, od o° &6’ bs mpos 
tous pidovs | rot’ dvrapeiBer y’, AAG o” HV EAw wore. Oedipus inter- 
rupts him. © é9° disappeared before ds. 

861 ot is an insertion of Heimsoeth’s. I would read: Sewov 
Too elzas. KP. vov dé xal werpagerar. What we read has arisen 
from a paraphrase as thus: dewvdv A€yets. rodro S& viv wempdgerau. 

871 I should prefer: dxovere rade, supposing dépare to have 
arisen from the dpao. of 872, and I would read then: épéaor 
o€ yé TOL Kaue, Kat Ppovovto’ Sti x.7.A. ye would disappear before 
TOU. 

923 is a manifest interpolation. 

954, 955 With Blaydes I hold these verses to be interpolated. 
yijpas appears to be incorrectly used in a sense suggested by 1519. 
Compare also Aesch. 8.C.7'. 682. 

1016 I would certainly read éfepyaopévor with Schmidt, for 
éénptrac pevot. 

1018 This question is ironically asked by Creon, and the 
dpavpos pws is Oedipus. I would read then in 1019, 1020: cot 
pev Kardpxew THs 6b0d, mops 8 éyw | dy’ ely’ x.7.A. 

1021 spar is manifestly wrong. I would read: ras zaidas, 
np autos éxdetEys rapuv. 


1029, 1030 I would read in one verse: ov yWrov iBpw eis 


has led to further interpolation. 


1156-1165 The words cot pi—ovyyey S¢ (1156, 1157) 
appear to me to be interpolated, for this would at once arouse 
the suspicions of Oedipus, who, however, has no idea of who the 
suppliant may be, till Theseus speaks 1167. I also regard 1163 
as an interpolation and a variant of 1160, where however I 
would read zotov for wddarov, which I believe to have been 
suggested by the interpolated clause, coi wéev—ovyyery Sé. Simi- 
larly I regard 1164, 1165 as interpolated, as their confused 
construction shows, and as a variant of 1161, 1162. I would give 
then the passage thus: @H. gaciv tw’ yuiv dvipa mpoomrecdyta 
mus | Bwope xabyoba ro Tocedavos, rap’ | Oiwv exvpov, Aviy’ 
appwopnv eyo. | OI. rotov te mpocxpylovra td Oaxjpart; | OH. ovk 
olda wAnv év cod yap, ds A€yovat por, | Bpaxdy tw’ aire piPov ovx 
Syxov mrAéov. | OI. ris Sr’ av ely rHvd 6 rpocBakav eEBpav. 

1196 seems to me interpolated. Antigone is reminding 
Oedipus of the ill effects of the fit of passion, in which he put 


out his eyes. What is referred to in this verse is the last thing 
she would mention. 


1209, 1210 I would restore oi 5: in 1209 reading thus: ov 
5¢ | ods, to6’, édv rép tis Ded owly p’, Eve. pe’ eoer was I suppose 
corrupted to pe ov, leading to what we read, and icf being under- 
stood in the sense of ‘be’ not ‘ know.’ 


1250 is in my judgment, interpolated. 


1256 Dindorf has the note : versus serius in margine additus. 
I hold it to be interpolated, and placing a comma after rovd’ in 
1255, I would read in 1257: civ cdav 6pod vw évOad’ éxBeBAr- 
jLévov. 

1279 The MS. reading is: otrws p’ agg ye. Ido not think 
either we or ye has any business here, and I would read 1278, 
1279 thus: as py pe Tov Deov ye mpoordryy ady | otTrws atiyov 
pendev x.7.X. 

1320-1322 There is surely much interpolation here. I would 
read the passage thus: éxros 6€ oiv rots IlapGevoraios dpvurat | 
’Apxas, 'Aradavrys THS mpiv adpyrou yovos. 

1333 «pyvav can hardly be right. I would read yovdrwy, cor- 
ruption of which to rouarwv, may have led to xpyviv. 


1361 I would read ‘pod dovewy for cov dovéws, and in 1362, 
1563: dw yap pe wOxOw 75 EOjKar’ Evrpodov, | chu pp’ eencaé’, 
wv exar’ GAwmevos, and adov for coy in 1366, This seems to mé 
indicated by tpets in 1569. 

1370 I think we should read: rovyap BAérov pev ov o' dpa 
daipwv ti tw «.7.A. Corruption of ov o’ dpa to cicopa may have 
led to what we read. 

1425 It seems to me é£ dudoiv can hardly be right. Perhaps 
we should read é£ atroiv. 


1435, 1436 I think the words rad’—@avovr' (i.e. Oavevri) are 
interpolated, but the rest genuine. They seem to be a com- 
mentary on odav 4 et dibo(n Zevs (so may Zeus prosper you if you 
do so and so), while rade refers to the clause they have expelled. 
Something like this must have originally stood there: é¢uée dé 
Géafor radw | Gavorvr’ «7.4. But a hundred different things 
might be suggested, and the passage cannot be restored with any 
approach to certainty. 

1501 is clearly interpolated, and I would read in 1500 Kawds 
for kowds. xtumos refers to the thunderings. 


1514, 1515 I would read : Bporrat duareActs ade y's aot puivavra. 
Tr €k, Ta TOAAG yeipos THS avixyrov BeAyn. The MS. reading is ai 
ToAAG Bpovrai duareAcis Ta TOAAG T’ a | oTpawarra. yetpos k.T.A. ToAAG 
has, I take it, arisen from mwoAAai an explanation of draredcis, 
while ye is clearly required, and one would expect é« or do with 
xenpos. As regards orpawavta for dorpavavra | can find no 
authority for orparrw in Attic. 

1543 I believe cdav, vav like oidets (A/c. 671) form an excep- 
tion to the rules as to a spondee in the fifth place. Compare 
feraclidae 640, where indeed it is easy to place vay before cwrip. 
Hut the order cwrip vay is preferable to vav cwryp, since vw 1s 
to be taken with owryp and not with yes. So thenin Jph, 7’. 
491, 492, where 492 is clearly not such a verse as would have 
been written by Euripides, I would read 491 thus: @voias 
émirrapeoba—I®. rétepos odov dpa, leaving out Kat yoyvwooKomer in 
491, and 492 altogether. 

1550-1553 I would read this passage thus: viv 6’ éryarov 
gov, THY TeAevTaiay ddov | Eptwv wap’ “Adny, pYdpnv: GAX’, & éve | 
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idrare, ov 7’ avtos, olde mpoomoAo Te coi x.t.’. In any case we 
are well rid of ywpa 6’ 75€ in 1523, which has every appearance 
of being an interpolation, and oie is certainly more required 
with mpdomoAc than 7de with xwpa. 

1581, 1582 have every appearance of being interpolated, ra 
mpaxGevra and rdapya are practically the same thing, and it is not 
thus that Sophocles expresses himself. 


1584 For dei, I would read év6dSe, and for Biorov, Biov. 
1596 I believe to be interpolated. 


1606-1608 I would read: Zevs éxrimyoe yOovios, ds 8’ HKov- 
carnv | tw tapbéve, 'ppiynoay és re yovata | KAdovre matpos érerov 
x.7.4. Compare Dindorf’s emendation, podgovre for pododoa 
(1601), and note what a crop of augments has been wrongfully 
omitted. 

1616 For Aver we should read Avce, for the v of Ave is 
certainly short, and I know of no instance of its being length- 
ened. 

1624-1626 @uwicow cannot be construed with the acc., unless 
indeed it is a cognate acc. I would read the passage thus : aire 
'mOuie’, Bore wacw dpOias | oryvat tpixas Seivacr, woAAa yap 
eds | xadet ver & obros, Oidtrous x.7.X. synizesis of & with otros. 

1645-1647 The clause doraxri | apaproduer (1646, 1647) is 
miserably confused and corrupted. The expression doraxti 
orevew 1s an impossible one, nor do I think that the t of doraxri 
can be lengthened. Moreover it is not the Athenians, but his 
own daughters who should lament over Oedipus. I would 
endeavour to restore the passage thus: rocatra dwvycavtos ws 
nxovoapey, | Evpmavres wppuwpecba, TH Sé raid’ Gpod | doraxti dax- 
pvovt’: ézet 8 amyjAOopey «.t.X. But I am not satisfied with 
amyn\Gouev. Perhaps we should read then in 1647, 1648: éret 3 
npeicapev | 10’, év Bpaxet, x.7.X., rejecting ypovw, which is very 
likely a gloss. 

1659-1666 I suspect e&émrpage in 1659, and I hold xiwybeica— 
xpovw in 1660, and 1664-1666 to be interpolated. I would read 
then 1658-1660 thus : od ydp ris airév égérenwe arupdopos | Oeod 
Kepauvos, ov OveAAa wovria, reading 1661, 1662 as we find them, 
and rejecting 1664-1666. (There appears to be no 1663). 
Note that I have borrowed éféreye from the égerdumer’ of. 1664. 


1662 dAvryrov must be connected with airév and depend on 
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égéreuye. The construction is harsh, but I do not doubt this is 
the explanation. Failure to see this has given rise to the yp. 
dAdprerov of 8. 


SOPH. FLEC. 


7 Note the anapaest dyopa. But there seems to be much in- 
terpolation, and I would read 4-7 thus: 16 yap 1d8’ dAaos 'Ivaxov 
Bréreas Kopyns | rys olorpomAnyos: otf dpiotepds 8 ode x.7.X., 
omitting the rest. 1d yap 10d dAcos BAeres x.t.A. is equivalent 
to: Td dAgos rode & BXAErets Ivayou éoti Kdpyns. 

9 I believe this verse to be interpolated, and rejecting it I 
would read, ro for re, in 10. 

11, 12 Here again is interpolation. I would read these 
verses in one thus: ofev oe mote pds ons Kacryyytys AaBov 
K.T.X. 

17, 18 I would read: dpvidwy, rodAov 7 | dorpwv péAawa 
cataXéAourev evppovy. Compare note on 0.C. 503. 

273-276 The repetition cvyxopwperyy, Evveorre (274, 276) and 
the intolerable dore in 275 point to interpolation. I would read 
273-275 thus: otv pytpl, pyrép’ et y' ert rpocavday ypewv | rHv 
TAnpov’, nris de TH pudoropt «7.A. It may be that the dis- 
appearance of the 7 of ér before the 7 of zpocavday set the 
interpolator to work. 

305, 306 I should prefer in 305 tds + évraifa for ras otcas 
re, and in 306 ras éxetOev for ras arovcas. In both cases an in- 
terpolation ovcas may have led to what we read. 

325, 326 I think we should read in one verse: Xpvodbew 
éxrepooav, évtadia xepow «.t.A. leaving out the rest. 

339 For «i 8 eAcvPépay pe Set I should be disposed to read 
kel o €AevOépay der x.7.A. «x would disappear after is, and a’ 
before the € of éAevOépay. 

363 I would read : énoi yap eorw py ’AAureiv rotpov povov. 

435 For aX’ 7} mvoaicow I would read: dAda sorapotow. 
Disappearance of ta led to dA\’ dvéuourw and so to ddd’ 7 
TVOQLC LV. 

453-457 airov in 454, airod in 456, and airav in 457 is 
too much of a good thing. Note, too, repetition of é€,Opois, 
éxOpotow (454, 456). I would read then: airod 8 dpwyov qpiv 

LE 
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eievn podciv, | r@ watdi tr’, €xOpovs as éreuPyvar wodi. I can see 
no justification for Zavra in 456. 

466, 467 No good sense can be got out of these verses as 
they stand. I would read: dpdcw rode: Sixasrov yap, ovd' exe 
Adyov | Avew épifovr’, GAXr’ émcomeddew td Spav. I will do so; for 
it is just, nor in such a case is it reasonable for one to impede 
action by disputing, but to hasten it. Understanding as I do in 
my version the masculine participle will be justified. 


530 The MS. reading is otros ods. Perhaps we should read : 
ovros 6 ads. 

534. The first hand has S¢ not 5% after Siafov. I would read 
then: ddagov otv p’ ctw ydpw rivwy, and ’Apyeios in 535. I 


suppose ovy to have dropped out after didagov, and p’ orw to have 
been corrupted to pe rod. 


540 I should prefer : 4s 6 wAovs 00’ ovvexa, supposing jv to be 
an interpolation. : 


586 is added from the margin, where it was written by the 
first hand. I think it is interpolated, and I would read in 585: 
ey. ovv didagov, ei OéXes, Grov xdpw, and taviv for Aris in 587. 

690-695 With Paley I hold these verses to be interpolated. 
In that case then 694, 695 cannot be adduced as an example 
from Sophocles of two successive verses beginning with tri- 
syllabic feet, only one of which begins with a proper name, nor 
Phil. 794, 795, as I will show presently. 

715 Here, as in 0.2. 1249, the augment is left out at the 
beginning of a verse to avoid an anapaest, but in 716 I would 
read xévtpwv épeidovr’ ovdev ws trepBareiv, rejecting 717-719 as 
manifestly interpolated. This, of course, has nothing to do with 
eiSovro, and I can only suppose that < disappeared before 4, and 
that the copyists with perverse ingenuity read geidovro xévtpwv, 
instead of restoring it. 

749-751 I do not doubt are. interpolated, and rejecting 
‘them, I would read in 752 qgopovpevov for popovpevos, and in 753 
apopatvovr’ for mpodaivwv’ Note dvwAcdAvée in 750 as a sign of 
interpolation, and compare notes on Agam. 595 and Orest. 
1137. 2. ie . a o8-2 3 oe oe es 

757-760 ciOvs in 757, péywcrov copa SetrAatas in 758, I 
believe to be interpolations, and I would read the passage 


_-_— eg paras 
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thus: xaé vv wupa xKéavres év ydAxd Bpaxet | amoddsy dépovar 
Puxéwy retaypévot | avdpes, watpwas as Adxor TYpBov xOovds. 

788 Dindorf has the note: dmyAAdyyy: par a m. prima. 
I should prefer axr7yAAaypat. 

797 Dindorf has the note: duAciy a m. aliquanto recentiore 
in rvyeiv mutatum. This seems to me to indicate that we should 
read 797 thus: zoAAGv av nKots, & év’, dios PiAwv. agos in the 
sense of avragios. Compare 1260-1262. 

804, 805 I would read in one verse: dp’ tiv ws ddyotca 
kwxvoat Soxel ; 

$21 For rav &dov I would read rav p’ e&dov, and I would 
reject 822 as interpolated. 

914 Perhaps we should read: zpdccew roar’, ovr’ Av vv av 
Spacav Aabetv. I suspect it was originally éA\dvOav’ év, which 
some learned corrector changed to éAdvOavev. Disappearance of 
vw after 7v led I suppose to dpao’ éeAdvOav’ av. 

968, 969 I think we should read: zpérov pév etoeBys ov Tod 
xatw t’ dro | matpos xexAjoe, Tod kacryvytov O aya, and éve. for 
cadet in 971. GOavovros in 969 seems clearly out of place. 

989 The natural order would be: {jv aicypis aicypor. 


1005, 1006 seem to me as much interpolated as 1007, 1008 
rejected by Dindorf. 

1023 I would read: ddd’ od pvow y' Av x.t.A. The MS. read- 
ing is #v not %. od I suppose disappeared before ¢. 

1028 There is clearly something wrong with this verse. I 
believe dvéfouat xAvovoa to be due to an explanation. I would 
suggest: xai tavra, xwrav p’ ev Acyys, érawéeow. One would 
certainly expect p’ before et, which as we read the verse would be 
contra metrum. 

1121, 1122, and 1125 are I suspect interpolated. Omitting 
them, Orestes and Electra will speak, as they should do, two 
verses each. 

1133 I should prefer: xAépaca taivde Kai pdvov odcac’ aro. 
Dindorf has this note: xévacwoacOa, ca & Manu recenti super- 
scripto ; but [ do not accept his inference, quae cav scribere 
voluit. 

1164 is clearly a variant of 1163, and interpolated. 

1170 I regard as interpolated as well as 1173. 

E23 
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1171 I should prefer: Oyyrot réduxas rarpos ws, & wat, dpovel. 

1193 Perhaps we should read: ris xpos Biav yap ry5é ce mpo- 
tpéret Bpotay ; 

1278 I would read: 7 xdpra xdv dAXAouwl o” éreOvpouv ely. ev 
adAowt, AMong strangers. 


1332, 1333 I think we should read: raAat dvdaoowr, Av ay, 
torov, év Sduors | Ta Spwpeva chov mpocbev 7 74 TwparTa. 

1334 I should prefer ryv for viv, unless indeed the verse is 
interpolated. 


1353 I should prefer: 68 éori: yn viv p’ égerdeyye wAcloow. 


1430, 1431 I would read these verses thus: OP. 4 rov yap 
dvdp’ awoppov eivoparé wov ; HA. xwpet 7’ éb’ Hpiv otros éx mpoac- 
tiov. There will then be no need of 1432. But I suspect 1428 
is an interpolation suggested by the cicopare of 1430, which is 
no doubt addressed to the chorus, and that it has in turn acted on 
1430, 1431 causing the confusion we now find there. I hold 
then that there is an uninterrupted lacuna between 1427 and 
1430. 

ns ns 

1449 Dindorf has the note: re diArdrwy, ex quo manus 
recentior rys et rys fecit. I would read then rév 7’ éyav ot 
didtratrot. of PiAraros was no doubt corrupted to 7 diArary, and 7’ 
dis:ppeared after the p of rav. 


1463 zpocrvxav. Jt seems to me the fut. participle, not the 
aorist, would be required. I would read: péAAwy KxoAacTod ’ pov 
TUXEL K.T.X. 

1478 I would read: {jv rov Oavdv6’, SOovver’ dvravdg o’ ica. 
The MNS. reading is fav rots, not Lavras. 

1495, 1496 I would read: yy poimitaca’, add’, evOarep 
katextaves | matépa tov éuov, 10’ as ay év taito Oavys. émiracce not 
raoce 18 Clearly required. 


1499 od cannot be elided. I read: ra yoty ca’ trav cor pavris 
” if % 9 4 “~ f 4 
axpos elu’ éyw. rav for rover. 
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47 If Sophocles had written ¢oreye we should not find ry for 
nv. Ll would suggest wozaro. Compare 156. 

79-81 I do not think there is any lacuna, and I would read 
the verses thus: ws iy) TeNeuTav, 7) oe TOYO apavTa bet | dbAov Piov 
Tov Aourov ebaiuw’ exe. 

So-85 I think we should read: ov« ef Evvepewy, ws Omow, 
weowopevor | keivov, Tecrwopel’, otyouefa 6’ GAwAotos. L borrow 
dAwAdtos from the éfo\wAoros of the spurious verse 84, rejected 
by Dindorf, 

90, 91 I would read 90 thus: viv 8’ ais Evvijea rotor otw éh\Aet- 
Werat, leaving out 91. Hyllus is sent not mufeobar, but fuvepeat. 

93 I would read for éret riforro, érw TiOeiro, i.e. if one brings 
good conduct into the market, though late in the day, it will 
bring him in a profit, Compare | Tim. 6. 6. dot: 6€ ropurpos 
peyas 7 etoéBea per’ atrapxeias. Here 70 ed mpdooew is the 
TOpUT LOS. 

166-171 In clearing out 166-168 and 170, Dindorf has not 
got rid of all the interpolated matter. I would read 169, 171 
thus . Towra pevTot byyyov avonorat TOTE K.T Ae 

173-175 Here again there seems to be much interpolation 
nor can | reconcile myself to the construction of cvpBaive with 
the gen, I[ would read then the passage thus; kai r&vde vapep- 
Tre. ovpPalve xXporw Tw vUr, Gay aad’ evdoveay exm7oav ee KT A. 

196 I should prefer: exacros obdOer yap éxpabeiv GedAwy x.7.X, 

226 The MS. reading is dpovpa not dpovpav. I think we should 
read : dpovpav zap7AG’ 68’ Gore py Aetooev orodros. Corruption 
of sapyAd’ 6d’ to rapnAde &, led to dpovpa, oroAov, and insertion 
of rovde. 

230-241 230, 231 I reject on their own merits (note by 
the way that Lichas never calls Deianeira yiva, but always 
déozowa) and 232-241 on the ground of their absolute incom- 
patibility with 184-204, which makes it impossible Deianeira 
should put the question here atiributed to her, Before Lichas 
ean continue what he was about to say, she interrupts him to 
ask about the captive women, whose appearance moves her 


compassion. In 242 I would read AAA’ aide for atrac be. 
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250-253 I would read this passage thus: dAX’ éuroAnfeis 
'Opdddry. py Tod Adyou | POdvos wpocéotw, Zebs Grov mpaxtwp 
gavy. Marks of interpolation are: yiva: addressed to Deianeira ; 
repetition of ws hyo’ ards, ws abrds A€yet, (249, 253), where the 
first is most appropriate to excuse Lichas, the second absolutely 
idle; anapaest at the beginning of 253; ry BapBdpw in 252, 
manifestly to fill up the verse. 

262-281 is certainly an interpolation as the confusion 
between Eurytus and Iphitus, and the style of the verses shows. 
Note that in 267 the MS. reading is @wvet and as, not darveis and 
dvr’. In 282 I would read : “Acdou pév oby 68’ airos oiknrwp 7éX«L, 
and read it immediately after 261. ode, Eurytus. 

313 Placing a comma at the end of 312, I would read this 
verse thus: BAérew dowmrep éx dpevav p’ oldev povn. ‘ Who alone 
has a way of looking at me, as though from her soul.’ Naturally 
Tole would look at the wife of Hercules with an earnestness 
very different from the uninterested gaze of the other captives. 
It is this very look that moves the pity of the gentle Deianeira, 
who little dreams who or what sheis. At 320 she must be 
supposed to beckon to Iole to come to her, which she would do 
slowly and reluctantly. In 313 change of é to xai and dpevav 
to dpoveiy with disappearance of yp’, would naturally lead to 
BAérove’ understood of Deianeira. 

322, 823 I should prefer to read 322 thus: od’ ef icov yap 
noe TO wpdcbev xpdvy, rejecting 323. 

328 I should prefer: xaxy pév, dAXd’ airy ye ovyyvopny éxet. 
Lichas would naturally express himself in an awkward confused 
manner. 

331 The MS. reading is Avryyv not véav. I think we should 
read 329-331, thus: 4 8 oty édoOw Kal oréyas otrus ire, | yd 
dvtt Avs pds y' Euod Avrnv AaBor. 

356, 357 LI would read: ot tdi Avdois 'OpddAns Aatpevpara, 
regarding the words, ov) —yédpos, in 356 as interpolated, and 
reading &@ for dy in 358. 


362-366. There appears to be more interpolation here than 
Dindorf suspects. I would read 362-366 thus: émorparever 
matpioa THab€, Kat Sopovs | és TovTde wéeuTa od’, od adpovTicTus 
éxwv «7.4. The speaker being a slave would not call Deianeira, 
yivat, but déorowwe,. 
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368 appears to me to be interpolated. 


369, 370 I would read in one verse: 7 xdpta Aapmpa Kamo 
mwatpos Kupvrov. 

389 I would read: dAX’ ety’: uns yap odk amd yvopuns A€yes. 
It is probably to tne former presence of éujs that the MS. dzo 
is due. 

403, 404 should not be inserted out of their place, but re- 
jected as interpolated. 

405-407 I think we should read: wpos rv Sapdpta y’ “Hpa- 
kAéous ei py Kup@ | Aevoowr paraia, Seordrw re rHv eunv. I think 
one’ should rather suppose xAcouvs one syllable than paxAeovs an 
anapaest. 

423 I should prefer : woAXois éx’ dorav év péon Tpaxwiwv, and 
in 424: zodvs dyopa x.t.A. ayopa moAvs is the natural order 
which has taken the place of the more emphatic zodts dayopa. 
One might, however, be inclined to suppose that Soph. wrote: 
moAAXots ex’ doradv ev péon Tpaxiwiwv | pavros ayopa cov x.t.A, 

433 is I think interpolated, and I would read in 432: wdXs 
Sapein, xovre y' 'Oudadrys xdpw.. The messenger should only 
speak two verses. 

480, 481 rotcde rots Adyous in 481 seems to me an interpola- 
tion. I would read: airos dé, defoas orépva py Avroyu oa xK.T.A. 
Except in this one instance Soph. always has the plural orépva. 

550, 551 are I suspect interpolated. 


554 I think we should read payevpa. Disappearance of p 
after vy led to adynya, and so metri gratia to Avmypa. 

607 I think we should read: p70’ ipov Epxeias éf’ Eorias wéAas. 
The corruption has arisen from not recognising the fem. épxeias. 
Compare Ajaz 108. But Aeschylus (Choeph. 652) has épxetas 
O@vpas, though in 561 he has €pxefous mvAas, and in 571 épxeiwy 
avdav, Where however we should perhaps read épxe.ov, 





622 I would read here xvpet for éye, regarding éxye. as an ex- 
planation, and in 623 fw édappdoao’ exes. Adywv riots, the 
seal, Compare 614,615. sv may very well have disappeared 
after wiotis. 

678 xat Wy Kar’ dxpas amAddos. That omAds can mean 
“ shelf’ I greatly doubt, nor does the sense seem much helped 
by this explanation, Nor do I think yaw can be correctly used 


ww 
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intransitively. I regard then the words in question as inter- 
polated. Leaving them out, and 7 rotr’ émpdx6n, in 679, I 
would read 678, 679 thus: wav & ws dv eidjs petfov éxrevd Adyov. 

689, 690 I think we should read these verses in one: 
oragac’ éxpira xtyoiov Borod Aaxvy. Aaxvy to be taken both with 
ordcaca and éxpica. 

699 is I believe interpolated, and I would read in 700: 
éxBpadpal’ as BrAgPats av ev royn Evdrov. 

746, 747 airés at the beginning of 746 and warpés of 747 
have been transposed by Nauck. Restoring airds to 746 I 
would read rowide for warpos in 747. I regard warpos as ‘an 
explanation. 

764 and 766 are I suspect interpolated. Leaving them out 
then I would read in 765: yixe6’: dre 8’ obv PASE dpyiwy eBalero. | 

784, 785 are I believe interpolated. For, in spite of 
Hesychius, the use of zatava in Troades 578 seems to me in no 
way parallel to that of dveupyunoer here. 


787, 788 I would strike out the comma at the end of 787, 
and reading dxpo: for axpor in 788 I would place a comma after 
Gpecon SO as to connect, wérpar dperot Aoxpov, and, mpaves axpor 
EvBotas. | 

879 I would read: rpdgaca tAnpovécrar’. XO. cimé TO popw 
k.t.A. oyxetdiwrara got into the text as an explanation of 
tAnpoveorara. See note on Phil. 369. 

904,905 I would read: Bwpotci +’ éBpvxaro rpocrirrova’ 
ore | yévowr’ Epypot, kdorev’ dpydavwv orov x.t.X. To the omission of 
the augment in Bpvxaro there is no objection, but there is in 
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910, 911 are I think both interpolated, and not 911 only, as 
Dindorf judges. 

915 I would read dpovpotc’ éwpwy for dpovpovy’ 6p& Se, and 
perhaps in 914: éypare 8 éyw AdOpa og’ erecxiacpevy. 


943-946 One might endeavour to restore this passage thus : 
roatra TavOad'* Goris obvy 7 wAElovas | H Kal Sv’, H THV y' atprov 
Aoytlerat, | pdrads éorwv od yap av rHv avprov, | mpiv eb wdby tis 
tiv wapovoayv yuéepav. I think the jépay implied in ryv avprov 
and the actual juépav of 946 may justify the understanding 
7Hépas With w)eovas, and that its intrusion may have something 








quum gentni versus Bophoclis excidissent. 1 agree that toe 
text as it stands could never have been written by Sophocles. 
[In 945 (as I read it) I of course understand  rafo. with dv. 
Perhaps in $46 we should read waGew FEV, f or, maby TLS. 

1046-1102 See Preface. 

1105 is I suspect interpolated. 

1138 I should prefer payevpa for ocrépyypa, which I suspect 
has arisen from an explanation, diArpov. 

1158 Perhaps we should read: gaveis, droios Gy ob tov’ 
dvépos kate. éuos being an expl. of roid’ dvdpos. Compare 1200, 
1201. 


1241, 1242 are I suspect interpolated. 
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3 Perhaps we ought to read: 6’, & xpariorov NeowroAejte 
Tatpos tTpadeis, leaving out 4 as interpolated. 
6 also appears to be interpolated. 


22 otya can hardjy be right, for Neoptolemus speaks aloud 
to Ulysses from a distance. It is true in 30 Ulysses warns him 
to be careful, but Neoptolemus must be supposed to be standing 
not at the entrance to the cave, but at some little distance from 
it, while at 31 he moves forward and looks in. I think then we 
should read: a pot mpooeAGwy daowov evver’ eit’ eye «.t.A. the 
explanation of evvere, oymawe, led to docov being changed to 
riya metri gratia, The violation of the Cretic canon points to 
ryave being an interpolation. 

101 I would read: Aeyw r ey d0\w Tov avopa dev Aafeir, 
restoring the caesura, iroxrjryy was the expl. of rov avdpa. 
det in 102 seems to correspond to dety here. 

134 appears to me a manifest interpolation. Athena was no 
doubt a patron of Ulysses but she has nothing to do here. 


Besides, in any case, what has Athene Polias with her accessory 
title of Nice to do with Ulysses ! 


220-222 Note what Dindorf says in hus Preface, p. X11. 
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But I think 220, 221 are interpolated, and also 224. 220, 221 
appear to me to be a variant of 222, 223 up to eizwyv. 


228 I believe to be interpolated, and also 304. 


307, 308 I would read: ofro. poddovres 4 Ti zou Bopas pépos 
x.7.A. leaving out the rest. It is a suspicious circumstance 
that two consecutive verses should begin with trisyllabic feet, 
without both of them beginning with a proper name. See note 
on Electra 690-695. There are only two other instances of 
éXeciv in Sophocles, one in 967, where I would read oixretpov, 
regarding é\éyoov-as an explanation, the other in 501, where I 
believe it to be ies to interpolation. On the other hand he 
frequently uses oixreipew and ézouxreipev. 


319-321 év Adyos can hardly be right. As there is no 
mention of Ulysses in Philoctetes’ answer, who was his special 
aversion, I think we should read: éyw 8 xairés totode Tots papTus 
Adyors | rape’, ’Atpedar, tc6t, cvvrvxov KaKGv. 

327 It is to be noted that Sophocles uses de in the sense of 
‘hither,’ never of ‘here,’ while Euripides only uses it in the 
sense of ‘thus,’ 

339 I would read: dpxot pév, otuat, coi y av, & TdAas, Ta od 
K.T.A. oa, a8 I have often observed, cannot be elided. 

369 For & oxérAcv I would read & rAypor’, t.e. tAnpove (com- 
Bere note on Trach. 879), and perhaps: 7 yap dvdpi tw 'TroApy- 
oarny. 


384 seems to me inconsistent with xovx arioee in 385. I 
think we should read 382-384 thus: rovatr dxovcas, tay T éuav 
Tytwpevos | Odvocéws az’, éxrérAevK oikovs Er. 

408, 409 On 409 Dindorf has this note: dicacov, 5¢ Baroy, pr. 
I would read then the verses thus: yAwoon Otydvra, pydev ws 
Sixacov av | péAAovra, pyndé Barov, és TéAOs Toreiv. pode Bacov, like 
the Homeric yyd 7Bardr. 

421-423 Rejecting 421, I would read in 422: Néorup 8 6 


IIlvAvos gore; ta ye yap otros dy x.7.’. Gv may have been cor- 
rupted to 47. | 


429 For écrw ait I should prefer éore oi, but in any case there 
should be a comma before xavrav6’. 


470 I should prefer zpécrpomos ixvoduar, Compare 773. 
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485 I should prefer: ydévac. rpocritvw oe, for mpoomirvw is 
I think only used metri gratia for zpoomimtw. 

486 I would read: ywdAds, axparwp: py p’ ov adps Tov 
TAnpova. 

490-492 I would read these verses thus: Tpaxiwiav re depad’: 
ws Seffns warpi, leaving out the rest. The MS. reading is depdd’ 
not Sepdé’, and I repeat the colon, which stands at the end of 
489, after depad’, because I regard the clause as parenthetical. 


493 The MS. reading is zadauv not wadadv. Dindorf has 
this note: wadaay, cui in margine adscriptum, non ab S. sed ab 
alia m. antiqua, sine yp., wdAa dv. Perhaps we should read: ds 
Oy maAat Kav €€ Grov, Séboux’, enor | ety BeBynxws x.7.A. 

495, 496 Repetition of wéurwv wéupavra is suspicious. | 
Perhaps we should read: écreAXov ws dv p abros éxowoo podwy 
«.t.A. atrdcroAov is, I think, intended to represent airéos porwr, 
and the fut. opt. seems the tense required. 


500-504 I find much interpolation here, and IF would re- 
construct these verses thus: viv 5¢ ot p’, 6pav as wavr eri Evpod 
Bporois | xetrat, wabety pev eb mabetv St Odrepa, | oixretpe, xp7) yap 
éxtos ovra mnparwv, and 505, 506 as they stand in the text. 
What may be intended by dyyedov in 500 I fail to see, and why 
it should be és cé yxw and not rather eis éué neas, as one would 
expect. émucuwdvvws I regard as an explanation of ézi vpod. 
Compare Ant. 996. 

536-538 I would read : dAXos yap 008’ dv Hy povyy, ofpat, Oéay* | 
eyo 8 dvayxy mpotpafov trAnvar rade. érAy to be supplied with ay 
in 536. Dindorf has this note on 538: rade cum yp. xaxa 
ab 8. 


551-553 The clause rpoorvydvtri—rép (552, 553) appears to 
me to be interpolated. I would read then these verses thus: 
Sofé poe pn otya, mpiv ppdcayu, wreiv, continuing with 554. 

601, 602 I regard 602 as an interpolation, and I would 
read in 601: 74 tis wdOos vw ixer’, 7 Ocdv POdvos. Odvos is sug- 
gested by the dOdvos of the Scholiast (ap. Dind.) written above 
Bia. vepeors (in 602) I regard as an explanation of Odvos. 
Compare 776, where $6dvos is similarly used for vépyeots. 

606-608 Rejecting 607 as interpolated I would read 606, 
608 thus : “EAevos' ’Odvcceis rotrov éfeAOwv povos | vuxtds dddAotow 


ele x.7.A, 


60 SOPH. PJTIL. 


642 Note how ofS’ became od and oix through disappearance 
of 3° before the a of dAAa. 


648 Perhaps we should read: ri totvro vyi py y’ évov rH pO 
Aéyers ; ye i8 certainly not in its right place after ves, to say 
nothing of the construction of é with the genitive. 


655 The MS. reading is d\X’ é06’ without any ye or accent on 
ard’. I would read: raitr’ aird y, ob yap aAda, Baoralw xepoiv. 
tatr avira was I suppose corrupted to radra. 

668, 669 These verses in my judgment have been confused 
and coriupted, and I would read them thus: xai ddvre dotvat, 
Kdperyns éxate got | pavew peOeivar p’ éferevyerOar povw. Bpordv 
and ravde are unnecessary while pefetvac seems required. We 
are rid too of the suspicious anapaest in 669. 


742 I should prefer réxvov, dmdAwAa. 


751-753 I think we should read: ri 8 gore veoxpov TovrTe vor 
“réonv Grov | moveis ivyyv; PI. olaba y’, & réxvov. NE. ti oo; 
leaving out the rest. éfaidvys I regard as an explanation of 
veoxpoy. 

758-761 I should be disposed to read this passage thus: qxee 
yap airy 5a xpovov mévors ioos | ols eférAyo’. NE. 7 mov yap, 
& Svornve av, | BovAc AdBwpar Sira xai Gfyw ti cov; leaving out 
760 as interpolated. dévors seems to me in any case preferable 
to wAdvots, Which is only tolerable if we read éfexAyo6y and not 
e€éxdyno’ with Elmsley. Observe that dyra in 760 is added by 8. 
(see Dindorf's note). 

762 I should prefer yy vv od for py Sira. 


771 I have some doubts whether tw can be feminine, and I 
should prefer to read pyri ye for pyd€ rw. 

782 This unmetrical verse has no doubt arisen from a para- 
phrase of what once stood here. I would suggest: & ai, déd5oixa 
paredys edy7) TED. | 

794, 795 Besides the inadmissible anapaest and form in 
Mevédae, the anapaest rov icov in 795 appeais to me equally in- 
admissible on its own merits, and quite independent of the 
practice of Sophocles. I would read then 794, 795 thus: 
"Aydpepvov, dor, Mevédrcus, ds tov y tovov | ryvd' avr pod tpéporte 
tiv vooov xpovov. The force of ye is, as long in any case, and 
longer if possible. 
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799-804 I think this passage has been confused and in- 
terpolated, and I would endeavour to restore it thus: & réxvov, 
(extra metrum) | ro Anpriw pe rade cvAAGBov rupt | Zumpyoov, & 
yevvate: T0d€ Kaye tore | Spav rov Atos raid’, dvaxadav, érngiwv. 

832 Hesychius has: alyAav, rédyv. But perhaps here and 
in Hesychius we should read devyAav for aiyAav, and here rav for 
ravo. 

872 Rejecting 873 as interpolated I would read this verse 
thus : ovxouvv ’Arpetdar totTo y &s érAnocav av. The MS. ciddpws 
I take to be an explanation of as. 


878, 879 I should prefer to read these verses in one thus: 


, J la , 4 
AnOy tis elvat, OV pe KaTdoTNOOV, TEKVOV. 
898 I should prefer: rivos av 8’ dropeis ; 


923 For dxrcAwda tAjpov I would read ddAwd’ dp’ 6 trddas. I 
wonder the interpolator did not at least write : ddAwd’ 6 tAjpov. 
But droAwAa I think arose from dAwd’ dp’ 6 being corrupted to 
dAWwA’ azo. 

944. I would read: xai viv peOetvar rotow 'Apyeious OérXer. Kai 
vu peBeivar was I take it corrupted to, xai viv pe diva. 

967 See note on 307, 308. | 


999 I should prefer: ovdéroré y'- od iv wav ypewv rabeiv 
epe. 
1032, 1033 I would read: ywrds, dvowdys; was Beots & 


» , “ , “a 
éfere, | wAevoavros, aifev ipa, ras omevdev, eno ; 


1218, 1219 are I do not doubt interpolated, and I would 
read 1220, 1221 thus: xat piv ‘Odvacda te rév 7’ “AxiAdEus | 
yovov mpos Huas Setp’ idvre Aevooomev. Kai wyv is the regular 
formula for announcing the presence of some one on the stage. 

1228 I would read : dcAocw dvépa kardraiot yo Ehwv: ye is 


to be expected, if it is. not absolutely required, in answers of this 
kind. | | 

1231 The MS. reading is ri ypyua tt. I think we should 
read: Spaces ti; Kai yap tis pw tarnddev ad doPos. 

1235 5) as Dindorf points out is an insertion of the corrector. 
Perhaps we should read: wérepd pe, mpds Oey, Kepropiv A€yes 
rade; and in 1236: el xepropety oé y éori radAnOy A€yew. I do 
pot think there is any such word as xeprépyots. 


Vel eB WS BY £A 49 wv! 


1250, 1251 I believe to be interpolated, and also 1252, 
which however I believe was intended to be read after 1254 so 
that it would have run thus: (1254) éorw ro péAAov. OA. xetpa 
Sefiav Spas | NE. ddd’ ovdé rH OG xetpt weiopar 7d Spav.— OA. Kwrys 
érupavovoay x.T.X. 

1264-1266 Neoptolemus seems to be alone concerned and 
I think the plurals we find here are wrong. I would read: tip’ 
éfexddecas, getve ; pov Ti pot peya | Taper ov mpos Kaxotot TopOpevwv 
xaxov ; leaving out the rest. 

1330 as dv primarily means “on the condition that,” and 
here as the condition is one that is always to be fulfilled, it 
practically means “as long as.’’ It may be however that with- 
out running into such subtleties we should read éor ay with 
Brunck or éws av with synizesis. 

1337 I would read zap for yap with Elmsley. 

1398, 1394 I would read: ri Spay’ dv; od yap 8) A€ywr 
meiOew o éxw. What we read in these verses appears to me to 
be a paraphrase. 

1406 xpoowdédnors occurs nowhere else and the similar azag 
Acyopevov, tpoowpeAnpua (Med. 601) is found in a clause (zattv 
4 cavtyq pvyjs | tpocwpeAypa) which I believe to be interpolated. 
I suspect then that éya—épges (1405, 1406) is an interpolation, 
and I would read: NE. ri yap éav ropOaor raya; BI. Bédcou ois 
“Hpaxdéous x.t.X. 

1425 Regarding this verse as interpolated I would read in 
1426 : Idpw 8 tavd Ss airios Kaxadv edu. 

1428-1431 I would read: wépaes te Tpoiav; oxtra Seis 
Oirns wAdxa, leaving out the rest, where the confusion and the 
repetitions are sufficiently obvious. All that follows 1435 in 
this speech I believe to be interpolated. 


EUR. ALC. 


. This play being the fourth of the tetralogy mentioned by the 
Scholiast is generally supposed to have been a substitute for 
the customary satyric drama. It seems however very improbable 
that Euripides-should ‘have ventured on such a liberty, which 
must, one would say, have excluded him from the competition 
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altogether. One of the four plays. must then necessarily have 
beenasatyricdrama. I would suggest the Cressae was the play in 
question. The quotations from the Cressae in Stobaeus no doubt 
suggest nothing of the sort, but how uncertain are the titles in 
that author, and there appears moreover to have been a confusion 
between the C'vessae and the Thyestes. On the other hand those 
in Athenaeus seem to me to point that way. So too we find 
that Apollonius says of Aerope, (Schol. Ran. 873) referring to 
the C'ressae, nv eiovryaye (Euripides) zopvevovcav. But even Euri- 
pides would hardly have ventured on this in a tragedy, while in 
the satyric drama it would be admissible. We find none of the 
metrical licences in the Alcestis, which occur in the C'yclops, while 
it exceeds that play in length by nearly 500 verses. Indeed it 
is not materially shorter than the Supplices, if we reject there 
what follows 1182, which I think there is good reason for regarding 
as a later addition. I do not take into account the Heraclidae, 
for like the Rhesus it is not in my judgment the work of Euri- 
pides, but belongs toa later age. It is however worth noting 
that so far as I know none of the metrical licences found in the 
Cyclops occur in the quotations from satyric dramas found in 
the fragments. 


11 Ma Gavety seems required I would read 10, 11 thus: 
doiov yap avdpds datos dv érel ‘ruxov | wardds Depytos, py Oavev 
éppuoapny. 

16 Dindorf suspects this verse, but if there is interpolation 
it is rather in 15. I would read 15, 16, thus: awarépa 5’ éAéygas 
xn op Erixre pntépa. This receives some confirmation from 290. 


177, 178 As wapOévevya is the state of a rapHévos, 80 xopevpa 
is the state of a xopy, just as the similar xopevoya in 313 is 
equivalent to mapGevevoua. I find then here two difficulties : 
first’ the use of the plural xopevyara, which according to the 
analogy of zap@éveuvpa (compare Phoen. 1265) could not mean 
virgin state or virginity. Again, granting that xopevpara could 
be so used in the plural, how can zap@évera and xopevpara stand 
together? I suspect that we have a combination of variants, as 
thus: & Aéxrpov, &vOarep Kopevjs EAvo’ euov | yw wor «.7.A., (the 
original reading), and: & Aéxrpov, 2vOa wapbéverp’ Zdrva’ eudv-| eyo 
wor «.7.4. Nauck would strike out 178 altogether, and perhaps 
this is the best course to are in which case I would read -in 
177: & Aékrpov, EvOarep Kopevp’ EXvo’ yw. - 


‘ 
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198 Perhaps we should read: ovzor (6 ovror’) éxAeAjoerat, as 
Beck does in his index. Compare note on /ph. 7. 574. 


205 is very possibly interpolated in which case there would 
be no lacuna. In 206 I should prefer: BAdpar zpos adyas HALov 
BudLerar, BovrAerat being a prosaic explanation of Biaferau. 


285, 286 The hitch in the construction makes one suspect 
that these two verses are interpolated. If we reject them and 
read zrapov Sé py Oavetv p, for rapov por py Oaveiv, in 284, all will 
go smoothly. Moreover it seems hardly decent for Alcestis to 
boast of the great match she could make, were Admetus dead. 


318 P.C. know nothing of roto: in 318, reading réxvov at the 
end of the verse. rdxoiwt roto. goto. can hardly be right. I 


would read the verse thus: ovr’ év roxois ce Oapovvet Tots cots, 
TEKVOV. , 


332, 333 There is something unsatisfactory here. Perhaps 
we should read : od zarpos ovrws ef tis éoriw ebyevors | ov6" Arts 
elSos éxmpereotarn yuvyj. dAdws in 333 is very unsatisfactory, nor 
does Wakefield’s dAAwv help us much. 


375 I would read: déxov ’m roiode rovade xeipos && eps. The 
explanation of rovade, raidas, led to what we read. Such an 
anapaest as ézi rovode is inadmissible. 


391 C. alone omits pe after wpoAcires. The only other 
instance, so far as [ am aware, of azpodcirw used absolutely in 
the sense of ‘faint,’ is Hec. 438, but that is perfectly clear and 
decisive. 

480 I suspect this verse is interpolated, and I would read 479 
thus: yxpeta dé tis ve Geovadav Eure Oova. ; 

487 Plainly P.C.’s archetype had awédvovs only. P. leaves the 
verse defective. C. ineptly inserts pyv. Something then has 
dropped out after dweureiv, but why rovs? I would suggest owv. 
‘But I cannot for all that decline labours,’ referring to avev 
pdxns in 406. 

542 Something has certainly dropped out after aicypdv. I 
would read : aloypov ye. 


565 7r¢ can hardly be right seeing Hercules knows nothing 
of what has taken place. I would read cot here, and aivéces 
in 566. : | 


623, 624 are I suspect interpolated. 
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645-647 Here I think there is interpolation, There is no 
justification for the plural eidcare for Pheres is exclusively ad- 
dressed. I would read then: ddAa ryvd’ ciacas, Hv | Kal rarép’ éyd 
ydikws dy yyotunv povnv. Note that in 647 the ay before évdikws 
is due to Elmsley, the best MSS. reading 7’ only. P.C. ré ye. 


674 & wat has clearly come in from 675 and zavcacé@’ is 
wrong, for Pheres has as yet said nothing. I would read then 
“Aduyf for ravoac6’, and ratoa for & zat. 


679, 680 I would read these verses thus: dyav p’ bBpites, ef 
veavias Adyous | pirrwyv és nuas ex BoAdv otrws dra. pirrwv, Badov 
cannot possibly stand together. Boddy continues the metaphor 
contained in firrwy. I suppose Admetus, after venting his 
wrath on Pheres, to turn away as if about to leave the stage 
with his wife’s body, without taking any further notice of his 
father. 


724 It should one would think be potvyeAgs. But I believe 


724, 725 to be spurious, 
728 I should prefer: ot 8’ od« dvaidys ; ryv 8 épnipes ddpova. 
736 I see no reason for departing from the MS. reading, 
Tadé ye. The rad’ iz’ of P.C. arose, I suppose, from a reading 
Twoi y’, which being contra metrum, as well as against tragic 
usage, was ineptly corrected to r@6 ir’ in spite of the veicbe that 
follows. 


782-786 Who can fail to be offended by the successive 
endings ddeiAerat, eeriorarar, Biwoerat, tpoByocerac? 782 is I 
believe borrowed from 419, and interpolated. In 783 I would 
read then ovx for xoix, while I would read 785, 786, in one 
verse thus: 76 trys TUxNs yap ovK aXioxerat Téxvy, Yegarding ddavés 
—d8axrdév as an interpolation. ddavés seems to be an explanation 
of 76 rhs TUxys and of rpoByoerat of dAioKerar. Plutarch (2. 107. 
c.) does not seem to recognise 786 and I suspect what we now 
read in 785 (and Plut. read) is a worse form of 786 which has led 
to two verses being made out of one. 


780 olSas. It is I think a mistake to regard ofSas as un- 
Attic. Hesychius has: olo6as: oldas, éxatépws ’Arrixas. Musurus 
is I think right in correcting, oiofa, and I believe Hesychius 
means that both olc@a and oldas are Attic, the former no doubt 
being more usual. Thus in Jon 999 I hold ofdas should be read 
and that the absurd reading we find in P.C. was due to some 
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however to have heard of ofa6as. This shows then that there 
were grammarians who denied oldas to be Attic, while Hesychius 
affirms it. I believe however that two glosses have been made 
out of one and that we should read in Hesychius: olc@a, ofdas: 
ywooKes. Exarépws, 'Arrixds. As regards Cratin. Malth. 10 I do 
not think any certain inference can be drawn from it. 


827, 828 The words, xai xovpay—orodpots re, should be re- 
jected as interpolated. The regularity of structure is thus 
preserved, for then Hercules and the slave will speak a verse 
and a half each, before the normal course of the stichomythia is 
resumed. The dramatic effect too is enhanced by Hercules 
breaking in at once, when he hears there is mourning in the 
house, with ris 8’ 6 xarOavov ; 


843-847 I think there is a good deal of interpolation here. 
In 843 I do not see how @avaros can be called dvaé vexpav, a title 
peculiar to Pluto. In 845 the expression zivovra tpocdayparov, 
“drinking of the blood of the victims,’’ seems to me perfectly 
correct and supported by 851. On 846, see Dindorf’s note. I 
would endeavour to restore the whole passage thus: éAdwv dé 
Odvarov’ Kai viv etpyoev Soxd | rivovta tipBov rAjciwv mporpay- 
patwv’ avrod (there, near the tomb) Aoxyyow, Kav ode reprBadrdv 
xepoy x.r.X. The words xai vww—apoodaypdtwv are parenthetical. 


851, 852 1 would read: rod xarw | yaias dvaxros eis x.7.A. A 
mistaken view of these words led to rav xarw | Tatas dvaxrds 7’, 
and so to the further change of Tatas to Képys. Pluto could 
never be described simply as avag, without something more to 
show who was intended. 


853 There should be a colon after dvw as well as after re. 
“AAxyori depends on airnoouar. The clause xai—dvw is paren- 
thetical, 

1015 The middle éAcduny can hardly be right. Perhaps 


we should read: xdzewra xpar’ érrea Kai omrovdas Oeots | ereua 
K7.A. eeupa from rAcfBu. 


1051 The MS. reading is xar’ dvdpov. I would read then 
car’ dvopov’, in the men’s apartments and 75’ for dr’. The cause 
of the corruption is evident. a was written above the line to | 
show that avdpava was intended, because of the ambiguity. This 
led to 578 and s0 to dir’. 
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seem justified by anything we know of the use of #oAa, a word 
that does not occur elsewhere in the tragic poets. An analogous 
use of #oAG is however found in Sext. Emp. Hypot. 1. 113 inthe 
perf, pass. refoAGoOar. But this to my mind is rather a presump- 
tion against it here, as showing a usage in later writers, which 
may have suggested it. There is too a certain harshness in the 
woman being the implied subject of @oAot. Possibly we should 
read: cadeve. xapdia 6, éx tT dpparwy x.t.A, 


1071 If elo is the true reading it should at least be #ris. 
The MS. reading is coors ef cv. Perhaps we should read: ypy 
8 av tis ores. 


1094 I should prefer cadets for «caddy, I suspect however 
1094, 1095 are interpolated, 


1108, as Dindorf notes, only appears on the margin of V, and 
is omitted by Herm. Ithink it and 1109 are spurious. There 
is nothing suspicious in 1108, but in 1109 the sense seems to 
require o6’ to be understood as 6 r, for if we take it to be Gre, 
éora: Will be required. 1110 answers quite satisfactorily to 1107. 
Moreover that Admetus, wiihout directly answering Hecules, 
should sullenly order his attendants to bring in the woman, seems 
more dramatic. 


1119 I would read éyw ode, and vw for vw, omitting val. ode 
would easily drop out before cafe, and vac which the MSS. assign 
to Admetus would be supplied to fill up the verse. 


1127 V. reads eicop& for 7. This suggests that we should 
read; 6p® ye: py tte daca veptepwv Tode; The eicopa of V. I re 
gard as an explanation. Admetus says hesitatingly, Yes, I see 
her ; but is not this some phantom? where V. supplies the im- 
plied, ‘ that I behold.’ 

1140 Here I would ask how could Admetus possibly under- 
stand death by, daryzcvwv ro kup? There is a variant xoipave, 
that seems to point to the same idea I have already objected to 
in my note on 843. I would read: paynv fvva as rav pbtrav re 
xupiy. Saiudvwy I regard as an expl. of some one, who under- 
stood Sai/noves in the sense of manes. 


- 1150 Whether we read rupavvov or rupdvvy, this verse is un- 
satisfactory. I would read “Apyous rvpavvevovri, for SOevéAov 
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tupavvw wad. An expl. Eipvobe having got into the text these 
words were, I suppose, brought in to patch up the verse. 


1155 édOety wd8a is not to my mind a possible construction, 
and this has led to the corrections 68dv, déuov. For 8 édOois I 
would read vwyzev, the implied €\fos having got into the text. 
Dind. has the note: rdéda P. ddpov C. adscripto yp. dda, et, yp. 
kat 6dov. P. C.’s archetype had it would seem dopo in the text, 
while the suggested 25a was found in the copy used by P. 


EUR. MEDEA. 


52 This verse is not very much to the purpose and no notice 
is taken of it in the nurse’s reply. I think it is spurious, and if 
we reject it the Paedagogus will speak exactly half the number 
of verses the nurse speaks. 


58 I would read Seoroivms. Mrydeias is an explanation. That 
Ennius rendered, Mediai miserias, is no proof that he read Mydeias. 


59-66 The regularity of construction is here noticeable. 
Calling the paedagogus P. and the nurse T. it will be seen 
that P. T. first speak one verse each, then P. two, then P. T. one 
each, then T. two. 

87, 88. 87 is rightly rejected, but we cannot do without 88, 
both on its own account and because T. and P. should speak the 
same number of verses. In 88 however I would read xai for 
ei. «at ye properly shows that this verse gives a particular 
instance of what was generally stated in the verse before. Here 
again (67-95) the regularity of construction should be noted. 
First P. speaks seven verses, then P. and T. two verses each, 
twice, then P. and T. each three verses, then T. seven. 

214-218 See Preface, p. xv. 

228 I think this verse may be probably amended thus: é& @ 
yap elvat mavr éyiyvwoxov xadds. For he on whom I knew all 
depended. See Dindorf’s note, and observe what he says of the 
Scholiast. 

240 Musgrave’s emendation oi for érw seems probable. 

253 The insertion of yap after pév in V. simply shows that 
some read péy and others ydp. 

259 rocotrov ov. Note that ovv, having dropped out after 
Towvrov, is ineptly supplied by d¢ in the other MSS., while P. C. 





both are ultimately derived. 
262 rightly rejected by Nauck, seems made up from 288, 


282 1 think we should read: obdev det mepurreAXew Aoyous. 
yap is not necessary. The various readings of the MSS. appear 
to be explanations, and, except that of P., corrupt as well, 


297 I would read: ywpis yap atédjs js tyovow dpyias. * For 
besides the reputation of idleness which they incur.’ aidy is here 
used in the rare sense of @yuy. A most pertinent example is 
given of this by Lid. and Scott in 0.C’. 240, but Hip. 567 is 
hardly a case in point. aidjs might with no great difficulty 
become dAAys, which, in spite of the commentators, I hold to 
give no satisfactory sense. 


306 For oty, which P.C. read, the other MSS. have at. I 
should prefer jv gofn, placing a comma at the end of the 
Verse, 


379 Dindorf’s note on this verse Jeads me to the conclusion 
that it is spurious. After 378, 380, Medea breaks off, without 
entering on any other alternative, because she feels that if she 
1s caught making her way into the house that will at once be fatal 
to her, Failure to see this caused the insertion of 379, which, 
as Dindorf shows, Didymus read after 380. dane vyuduxoyv, the 
bridal chamber, So é6Gua is used for ‘chamber’ in Lum. 827. 


487 Elmsley’s correction i¢’ airod seems probable, but in any 
case whether we read airot or atrod, iro should be written with 
anastrophe. As regards P. C.’'s reading dovov I think it points 
to the true reading being: ray 5¢ dei’ éfeAounv. ‘ And I cast 
aside all fear.” As Medea’s murder of Pelias had the effect of 
causing Jason to flee from Iolcos, it cannot be rightly said that 
she freed him from every cause of fear. Corruption of dei’ to 
day led to P. C.’s reading, for the middle then became in- 
appropriate, But so it would be with the reading det’, if the 
words were applied to Juson, unless cé or cot were added. Thus 
arose the reading of the other MSS., wavra 8’ éfetAov poPov. 


500 This verse cannot be right as it stands. Perhaps we 
should read : ov pév Soxodoa wpds ye cov rpagew Karas. Possibly 
od was corrupted to e%. That the want of a negative was felt 
seems to be indicated by the yp. pre found in B. 
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529 As this verse stands the words, coi 8 gor. piv vous 
Aerros, are quite in the air and disconnected. I think that, 
rejecting 530, 531 as interpolated, we should read 526-529 thus: 
éya 8, éreidy kai Aiav mupyois xapw* | cot 8 gore pey vos Aeros 
GAN’ éxibBovos’ | Kumpw vouilw ris éuijs vavxAnpias | cwreipay elvac 
Oeav re xavOpurrwy povnv. The displacement of 529 was due to 
the interpolation of 530, 531. See the vain attempts of the 
Scholiast to justify éri@Oovos as it stands in the text. The 
expression rdfots ddvxrois (531) occurs also in Hip. 1422, and 
movey aduxrwv is found in the text of P. C. and superscribed in 
V. All this points to interpolation. I would render ézipOovos 
by ‘malignant.’ The word has usually the passive sense of 
‘odious,’ ‘offensive,’ while the active sense is rare. 


532 P. for airé has airad. I should prefer raira. 


538 The words pi) pds icxvos ydpw are to me suspicious, and 
the variant, Opdce: for yap shows they were felt to be unsatisfac- 
tory. I suspect then 538 is interpolated. 


565 No satisfactory sense can be given to the words: coi re 
yap wadav ré Set; and this has led to Elmsley’s not very satis- 
factory emendation péAa for ri Set. Further re is quite super- 
fluous, and it seems necessary that some advantage to Medea 
should be put forward in Jason’s speech, whereas we have 
evOarpovotnv, éuot Ave, but no mention of her. I think then 
there are interpolations and that we should read 564, 565 thus: 
yevos Ewvapricatpe cot re yap rade x.7.X. For this profits both you 
and me, that I should benefit the living children through those 
who are to be. I believe the intrusion of cis raird Oeinv, origin- 


ally an explanation of {waprjcamu, into the text has led to the 
mischief. 


583 The words éor 8’ oix dyav copds seem taken from 305. 
Rejecting them then I would read 583, 584 thus: roAu¢ zav- 
oupyely" wy vuv eboxnpov yévy. 

588, 589 I should prefer: xadds, Soxd, o” ere’ dv, Aris ovde 


viv x.7.A. Thus Jason will speak two verses to Medea’s two in 
591, 592. | 


594 The MS. reading is BacwWéws. I would read then: yjpat 
pe A€xrpa Bacridos, 7a viv Exw. Compare 1003. 


595-597 Jason has never said anything about saving Medea 
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and the words gpyya Swpacw savour of interpolation. I would 
read the verses thus: dX’, domep elrov Kai wdpos, picar Gédwv | 
Taloas TUpavvoUs TOLS emois Gsoomdpovs. 

602 I regard as interpolated. Rejecting it I would read 
daiverOat for dawéoGOw in 601. 


609-615 Regularity of construction requires that Jason 
should speak six verses. I reject then the words rasciv—zpocw- 
déeAnpa (610, 611) as interpolated. Calling Jason A, and Medea 
B, the perfect regularity of construction in 593-626 is very 
noticeable. First A (reading as I do) speaks four verses and 
Btwo. Then A two (if we omit 602) and Btwo. Then A one 
and B one (twice). Then A. six (reading as I do) and B three. 
Then A and B four verses each. 


668-708 This stichomythia seems full of interpolations. 
676 is plainly an anticipation of 678. The two verses cannot 
stand together and I regard 676, 677, as spurious; 691, 693, 
repeat oach other, and the Scholiast tells us that 693 is found in 
the Peliades. Plainly then 692, 693, are spurious. 698, 699, are 
also suspicious, for 700 directly and properly answers Aegeus’ 
question in 697. 


705-708 This whole passage seems to me interpolated. All 
these purposeless questions and comments are frigid and super- 
fluous. 708, is I believe just as it was written by its author, 
and manifestly spurious, for he seems clearly to mean by xapre 
petv 5& BovAera:, ‘ But he is willing to suffer it,’ so that his speech 
bewrayeth him. I would then make 709 immediately follow 704. 
The appeal to Aegeus’ compassion seems properly to follow 
Medea’s complaint that she is banished. 

715 Dindorf well says of @dvots, mire dictum. I would read: 
kai vw 6ABiovs pivos; paivw being here used as drodaivw is, in 
the sense of ‘render.’ xairds I suspect to have arisen from an 
explanation, xat airots, of xai viv, kabrovs becoming xairtds, metri 
gratia. | 

737 Retaining the MS. reading dvwporos, I would read xod 
for Kal. | 

738 I hold this verse to be in any case spurious, but the 
scholia clearly show that the acc. éixypvxevyatra was the 
oviginal reading. The ridiculous explanation of Didymus that 


Kamumpukevpata was for da 7a érex. (but that is perhaps a libel 
on him) led to what we read. But it is by no means clear that 
the Scholiast read xdmuxnpvxevpara, in fact it rather seems he read 
Tamiunpuxeipata. I think then the true reading is: didos yevo- 
pevos du erexnprxedpata. An expl. of diros yevopevos, ei pidos 
yévowo got into the text, and was corrected to, Pidos yevor’ av, from 
which words, so far as I can see, no satisfactory sense can be 
extracted. 


739 The MS. reading being ovx« dv rifo.o, I would read od Kav 


wiGoro. 
786 See note on 949, 


805 The word xaxyy, which is here quite inappropriate, appears 
to be interpolated. I would read then: érei xaxis Gavel | airiv 
avdyKy «7.2. 


821-823 are certainly interpolated. There is no trace of 
any confidential female attendant having been on the stage 
while Medea was speaking. On the contrary, the chorus alone 
appears to be present, and at 774, she talks of sending any chance 
male slave. At 819 I suppose Medea to turn round and call to 
some one inside the house, on which a slave comes out, and goes 
in questof Jason. She appears to remain on the stage during 
the choral ode that follows. 


905 is I believe interpolated, and I would read in 904: ypdvw 
marpos opev velxos éaipovmévy, placing a comma at the end of 
903. | a 

907 There seems something wrong with this verse. Perhaps 
we should read petfov ov, for petfov 7. 

910 I would read : ydpovs wapeproAGvros ebvérov véas. datos 
the explanation of eivérov, has led to our present text. See 
Dindorf’s note. 

923 This verse is certainly spurious and made up from 1148 
where the expression Aevxyy wapyida is a8 appropriate as it is the 
contrary here. 


926 I should prefer: ed yap ravde Onoopar wépr. But I much 
suspect that 926-928 are interpolated. 


930 The false reading ééyvxovv appears in all the MSS. except 
©, and is read by the Scholiast, who comments on it in the most 
inept manner conceivable. 
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938-945 The repetition of wy devyew yOova in 940 and 943 
is suggestive of interpolation. I regard 939, 940: 944, 945, as 
interpolated. 944, 945, are by no means bad in themselves, but 
they are inconsistent with what follows, which clearly refers to 
941. I ought perhaps to observe that I render 944 thus: 
‘certainly, and I think she will persuade him,’ the ‘him’ 
that signifies Creon being understood. I would read 938-946 
thus: yes pev ex yas ryod’ azatpomey dvy7j, | od 8 GAAQ on 
ké€Xevoov alreioGat watpos | yuvaika matdas Tyvde poy pevyev xOova. 
IA. ovx 000’ dv ei weicayu, reipaobar S& xpy. MH. svdAdAppopuas 5é 
Tovoe gor kayw wovov. All will then be clear and. consistent. 
Medea asks Jason to get his wife to intercede for her children 
with her father. Jason naturally disliking the commission 
replies evasively. Then Medea seizes her opportunity and pro- 
poses to conciliate Glauce by presents, so as to conquer Jason’s 
reluctance to ask her. 


949 This verse is as spurious here as it is genuine in 786. 
There it was necessary to specify the presents, because they 
were not as here about to be produced on the stage. 

954, 955 P.C. read warjp warpés. Perhaps “HAws is an 
explanation and we should read: dv rotpod wore | taTryp marpos 
«7.4. Compare 1321, from which what we mene here may have 
been imitated. 


1004 is I suspect interpolated, and that we should read in 
1003: vipdy 8 Baciris dap’ éd€£ar’ dopévn. | 


1015 I would read xarage. to correspond to the verse that 
follows. The MS. xpareis ro. arose I think from an original 
kparjoces. no disappearing ro. was brought in to fill up the 
verse. 

1030 This verse appears also as T’roades 755, only there 
parny is read for dAAws. It is I think spurious there, genuine 
here. , 

1052 See Dindorf’s note. I believe 1051, 1052, are both | 
interpolated. 


1054 Here the true reading Ovpacw appearing only in P. as 
the true reading égyvxov in 930 appeared only in C., shows that 
P. and C. used different copies of their common archetype. 

1068 It appears to me that rjvée referring to vipdy should 
certainly be read for rovode and probably éreuwa for repo. 





Both 1067, 1068 might perhaps be rejected, but not 1068 only, 
as Pierson and Nauck propose. 


1076, 1077 I would restore oixér, in 1076, reading yap 
Brérew for zpooBAérev and és for €6’ in 1077. 


1078-1080. 1078 is quoted by Plutarch (2. p. 533 d.) who 
reads Spav wéAXw while all the MSS. read roApjow. I regard the 
verses as interpolated from some other play. The repetition of 
xaxd, after xaxots is to my mind indicative of this. Spay pé\Aw 
I regard on Plutarch’s authority as the original reading changed 
to roApyow by the interpolator. It seems to me Medea’s speech 
properly ends with 1077. As she speaks the verse she, I sup- 
pose, covers her face with her hands for a time, and then stands 
with an air of gloomy resolution waiting for the news from 
Creon’s palace. 


1116-1118 There is I think interpolation in these verses. 
I would read: Gira, radar raxeiPev of rpoByoerat | xapadoxodaa, 
rovde kat dédopxa 5y, and éradov in 1119. 


1121 I also regard as interpolated. Medea’s reply has more 
force if we leave it out, and the abruptness of 1122 expresses 
the messenger’s agitation. 


1130, 1131 I regard as interpolated. By rejecting them 
and 1121 and reading 1116-1118 as two verses, perfect regularity 
of construction results. For, calling Medea A. and the messenger 
B., we find A. speaks four verses and B. two, then A. one and 
B. two, then A. two and B. one, then A. four as she began. 


1158 For zaidas V. reads réxva, I think we should read: 
PaKpav ameivat Téxva, cov (Or raidé cov) warpos péra. For as the 
text stands zarépa must mean either Medea’s or Glauce’s father. 


1162 The scholiast’s yp. rpooBAérovea. is a signal instance. of 
the talent certain gentry have for turning poetry into prose. 

1174, 1175 dppdroy 7’ as | xdpas otpépovear. Such a tmesis 
seems to me inadmissible. The tmesis in £7. 1121 will hardly 
justify it, and that in my judgment is due to corruption. I 
would read then dvw for dro. There is still however a certain 
difficulty in the change of construction and perhaps we ought to 
read dppatwv Té vey, OF otpéepoveas in 1175. 


1181, 1182 It scarcely needed Dindorf’s elaborate argument 
to show that these verses are spurious. 
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1194 There is certainly something wrong here. Dindorf has 
the note: récws. rocov B. P. et supra versum.V. 7’ om. P. C. 
Certainly dis tdcov, not dis réows, is the correct expression, but 
neither goes well with waAAov. I would read: paddAov 8 aifts 
éfeAdumero. Corruption of atfis to at dis and é€ to as led I 
suppose to what we read. 


1218 The MS. reading is dxéorn, not dréoBy. I should 


prefer dzetre. 


1224-1227, and, 1228-1230, seem unconnected with each 
other and with what precedes. I believe them to be interpolated 
from some other play or plays. 


1233-1235 are sutiiciently condemned by their style. It 
may be observed however that these moralizing reflections of the 
chorus are generally contained in two verses. Compare 52], 
522: 906, 907. 


1236-1238 Here there is clearly some confusion. It is not 
Medea’s haste to leave the country, but to kill her children, that 
will save them from dying by another hand. I believe then 
that 1237 is interpolated and I would read 1236 thus: ¢iAa, 
Sé5oxra Tovpyov as taxoTa Spay. Her refraining from saying 
what the deed is gives dramatic effect. 


1240-1243 In 1243 Elmsley would read py ov. But 1242, 
1243 are as much interpolated as 1240, 1241, and 1243 is a 
singularly feeble and spiritless verse. We want no dad’ el’ 
érALLov, xapdia: ay’, & rdAava xeip is quite enough. The feeble- 
ness of 1243 is the more offensive when contrasted with the 
admirable vigour of 1244-1250. 


1296 I think we should read: det ydp vv rou yas KexevOevat 
katw. KpvpOyvac I regard as an explanation of xexevOévar, and 
ode was dragged in to fill up the verse. 


1304 I should prefer py ri ode Spdow o’. ode might have 
béen corrupted to ce. 


1305 This verse seems spurious. I cannot believe Euripides 
would have used pyrpwov dovov, in the sense of a murder com- 
mitted by their mother. . 


1316 This verse must be spurious. As it stands, ryvde ricwpar 
govw, would be one member of the SirAoty xaxdv, whereas 1315 
gives a complete and satisfactory sense without it. 


1321 Here again as in 955 I suspect “HAwos of being an 
explanation, and should prefer to read: rowv5’ Synpa rode warnp 
Tovp.ov watpos k.7.4. As Medea appears above the stage in the 
chariot drawn by dragons, rode seems to be required. 


1328 The manifest interpolation Spéca for rAGoa common to 
P. and C. clearly points to the common origin of both MSS. 


1337, 1338 The purposeless repetition of ecivijs, A€xovs, in 
1338, points to interpolation. Omitting 1337 I would read 1338 


thus: eivys éxate raide O58’ drwAcoas. 


1359, 1360 4 Tuponvev dno wrédSov in 1359 is a manifest 
interpolation. I would read 1359, 1360 thus: Sx«vAAayv re, ons 
yap Kapdias avOnyapnv. 

1367 I would read: ad’ érygéiwoas, which I regard as the 
origin of odé y’ ngiwoas, the reading of V. A. B. Dindorf says 


justly of P.C.’s reading ode xitiwoas, that it is, correctoris 
conjectura. 


1381-1383 I regard as interpolated and introduced for the 
purpose of displaying mythological lore, and so I hold of 1387. 


1386, 1388 however, I regard as genuine, only I would read 
in 1386 xar@dvors for xarOavel, as suggested by 1389. 


EUR. HIPPOL. 


30-33 It seems to me that it is not merely 32, 33 that are 
interpolated, but the whole passage in question. This interpola- 
tion is similar to that which I have noticed in Medea 1381-1383, 
and we shall come across others of the same kind. Rejecting then 
30-33, I would read in 29 wy for pé, and place a full stop at 
the end of that verse, and a comma at the end of 28. 


79-81 79, 80 are unquestionably interpolated, and made up 
from Bacchae 315, as Dindorf points out, but I do not see my 
way to parting with 81. I would retain it then, reading dyvois 
for rovrots, which the interpolation caused to be substituted. 
The colon of course at the end of 78 would disappear. 


88 I do not doubt the words: Geois— ypewy, are interpolated. 
I would read then 88, 89 thus: défar av, dvag, pov re BovAcioar- 
TOS €v. : ante 

















269, 270 As the stichomythia is opened by the chorus, they 
should not speak more than three verses. I would read then 
these verses in one thus: cov 8’ fris éoriv 4 vécos rvOoineb’ av. 

271 I should prefer : otx of5’: éAeyyOeio’ x.7.A. 


301-303 It would seem the scholiast read rots rpiv, for he 
explains, rois piv pyyact. He also notes a triple reading ; 
éreiOero, éréyyeto, éBéAyero, in 305. Acting on these hints and 
believing there is interpolation, I would read the passage thus: 
poxOodpev drAAws, © yuvaixes, ovde yap | Tots mpiv Adyowct, Tols TE VOY 
ov meiHerar. The triple reading of the scholiast arose from 
éreiOero having to be understood with rots mpiv Adcyos. 


328 There seems much probability in Nauck’s emendation, 
oe py evruxeiv, for cod pH TuxeElv. 

329 The MS. reading being ody, I would read coi $7. For 
you very likely it may be so. 

347 I would read: ri rov6’, 6 39 A€yovow, oloGa rdp’, épav ; 
What is that, for you must know, that men call being in love? 
I will not of course venture to say that this is what Euripides 
wrote, but as to two points I am clear: first, that dvOpwrovs has 
got into the text from an explanation, dy@pwro., which has 
expelled something that stood between Aé€yovow and épav; 
secondly, that Euripides so ordered this verse as to express 
the reluctance and hesitation, with which Phaedra utters the 
word épav. 

378 Weil reads zpdaocew ra yxeipov’, taking xaxiov’ as a gloss, 
To some extent I agree with this, but I would go further and 
read 7a yeipov’ aivety, regarding, rpaoceyv kaxiov , a8 an explanation. 
But it should be noted that yeipwv and xaxiwy are equally good 
Attic, and equally usual. May not then the original interpolation 
have been the regular comp. xaxdrepa, for which some corrector 
substituted xaxiova ? 


385 The false aidus is that want of self-reliance, which serves 
as an excuse for inaction. Hence Euripides classes it with 
the ndovai Biov, because it is akin to self-indulgent indolence. 

427,428 No one can fail to be offended with érw zapj, 
followed by another verse ending with, é6rw rvyxy. 1 think then 
that érw rvxy has arisen from the subsequent interpolation in 430, 








map olow—éyw, and that rejecting 430, we should read in 428: 
xpovos St Ovytav éépyve Tous Kaxovs. 

441, 442 Dindorf, while justly admitting Valckenaer’s excel- 
lent emendation, takes notice of the unsatisfactory character of 
these verses. I hold them to be interpolated, and it will be 
observed that, when they are left out, sense and construction 
proceed satisfactorily. 


468, 470 I protest against the introduction into the text of 
xavev, for, xadk@s in 469. There is nothing in the words of the 
Scholiast to justify it. I would restore then the MS. reading, 
KaAas axpiBaceav in 469, reading, ovd’ dv, for ovdé, in 468, and I 
also think we should read otx«— py, for ot5’—ypyv, in 467. In 
470, I would read recoto” és hv ov, (sc. éreces) for zecota’ sony 
av. és nv, I suppose was corrupted to danyv, to which it is difficult 
to give a satisfactory sense. 


491,492 Here I have to note in the first place that the MS. 
reading 18 @s €xe, not ds rdxos. Restoring it then and under- 
standing rod dvdpds, by ravdpos, and reading with M. P. A. diac- 
téov, | would read in 492: rov edOiv offeirwow (i.e. ot éeizrworw) 
audi gov Adyov. Corruption of odfeirwow to éfeirwow led to 
éfelrovras. I render: You need not fine words but the man. 
Those are to be at once dispatched, who will directly explain 
how your case stands. The nurse here with characteristic 
coarseness of language plainly proposes what she in fact did, 
namely to tell Hippolytus of Phaedra’s passion for him. Phaedra 
affects to be shocked at the idea, but the nurse sees she is not in 
earnest. She therefore no longer directly talks of speaking to 
Hippolytus, for the suggestion has produced its effect, but 
pretends she is going to work on him by charms. Phaedra pre- 
tends to believe her, and then (518, 520) shows she understands 
by expressing fears, which are in fact exhortations to do what | 
she affects to forbid. 


503 I would read py po ov, for kat py ov. 


504, 505 The words as—épwr, are eertainly interpolated. 
Omitting them I would read in 504, rpéBuw’ for rpoBys ravd’, 
and in 505, ws rdoxp édv «7.4. I should also be disposed in 
503 to read, nev for ydp, taking, ed A€yes pév aicypa S%, paren- 
thetically. rad« is placed for dé at the end of 503 by M., and 
ev is inserted after ed by the first handin V. The passage 
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then (503-505) as I would read it, would run thus: py pot od 


apos Oey: eb Ayers prev alcypa Sé | répa mpdBaw’, as tacxp’ éav 
A€yns Kadas x.7.X. 

519 The words, zavr’ dv doBybeic’ ich, give no good sense, and 
a comparison with Rhesus 80, shows the case is not parallel. I 
would read: zavr’ dy parnv yap tobe x.7.r., poBnOetoca, or rather 
dedouxvia being supplied from 518. The intrusion of doBybeioa 
(very likely suggested by Rhesus 80) expelled pdryy ydp. I 
render: Know that you would be quite mistaken in your fear. 

520 A command in the form of a remonstrance, as the nurse 
by her reply shows she understands it. 


585 See note on Supplices 204. 


622-626 I have always regarded the words rov—éxacrov 
(622, 623) as spurious, but I am now persuaded that the inter- 
polation extends further. Also, while acknowledging the 
spuriousness of 626, I do not see how we can reject 625, which 
forms a necessary introduction to 627. I think then the whole 
passage should be reconstructed thus: waidav mpiacbar oreppa 
Oyradv drep. | viv & és Sopous Set mpdrov déerOar Kaxdv. 

634 Here «adds should be read for xaAots with Kirchhoff, but 
that is not enough. We should further read, I believe, etre for bore. 


637 For rdya0¢ I would read réya6ov. 


641 I would ziciov’ as Dindorf suggests. Heracl. 979 appears 
to be imitated from here, with the change of zAciov’ to petfov, 
and perhaps there we should read peifov’, But the meaning is 
different. For dpovety rAcfova, means to be wiser, dpoveiv peifova, 
to be prouder, than a woman should. 


696 is, I believe, interpolated. It intervenes unseasonably 
between the éyes, €xw, opposed in 695, 697, Nor do I think 
that didyvwots is a tragic word. It occurs nowhere else except 
in 926, where it also seems due to interpolation. Further as 
Phaedra, when we are rid of the spurious verse 691, speaks twelve 
verses, so the nurse here speaks six, or just half, without 696. 


715, 716 These verses are certainly corrupted. I would 
read : xadas édc~as’ yirperurpevov Sé zpiv | etpny éyd re ovpdopav 
és ryvd’ éxw. This clears away all difficulty and gets rid of the 
offensive successive endings éyw and éyw. I would suggest that 
mpotpérovoa arose from an explanation mpd eirpemicaca. 
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satisfactory, but for what follows Oavotoa. Perhaps however 


rejecting 729-731 we should read joonbeic’ tro in 727, and 728 
thus xaxdv Gavotoa yarépw yevyoopat. 

809, 810 I cannot see that there is any proper authority for 
the reading muxpay Géav, which appears to be merely an ancient 
conjecture. The reading ry 8vedaiwova of M.A.P.C., of which 
the rév daiuova of V. is evidently a correction, points to my mind 
to yuvy having been originally in the acc. I should be disposed 
then to read thus: éxAveb’ dppods, ds ye tH Suva8aipova | Dwyer, 7 
pe katOavoto’ arwdecev. As regards yuvatxds I believe it to have 
arisen from an explanation, yvvatxa. This I suppose led to 
omission of ye and change of (dwper to Sw, while yuvatka itself 
was made yvvatxés, metri gratia. 

867 Here dBioros should not be substituted for the MS. 
&Biwros. Bw is one syllable by synizesis. On this principle the 
defective verse Dionysius 2. 9 (Anth. Jacobs.) rravots ix’ tyveow 
Sudxes should be read, mravois im’ tyvecow Sudkes (dw one 
syllable). It will then correspond to v. 6 péArXa Se rpos Huds 
Batvev. 

903 The two readings é¢’ © viv of Harn., and, é¢’ & raviv, of 
the Chr. P. seem to point to an original reading dérw "m viv, of 
which é’ 6rw viv was an explanation, leading to the é¢’ dru of 
the MSS., while the second hand in P has w for w. (See 
Dindorf’s note.) 

926 dSidyrwors, as I have before observed (696), does not seem 
to be a tragic word, and I hold the words xai duayvwow dpevav, to 
be interpolated. If they are left out, 927 follows better and more 
naturally the, cadés re xeioOar of 926. Placing then ded extra 
metrum, I would read 925, 926 thus: cadés ti xeiobar ypyv 
Bpotots rexpnptov x.t.X. 

946 I would read érediy ovx, for, éredy y’, retaining éA7Avbas- 
Since you have not incurred the actual guilt of murder, so as to 
be obliged to cover your face. 

971 cois cannot be right, for it is only in the speech before 
us that Theseus has made Hippolytus aware of what he charges 
him with, and he has as yet made no reply. There seems to be 
an aposiopesis after viv otv. I would then read the verse thus: 
viv oww—ri tatra o” é€apiAAGpar Adyos ; Why do I press you as to 
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this with arguments, when the presence of the dead is damning 
‘evidence against you? 


995 Ican find nothing to show that the Scholiast read od« not 
xovx, but the words of one of them are well worthy of attention, 
and I transcribe them here: Gewpeis pév ore ovx dvaBXAérw zpos oé, 
xa dvriA€yw Tots bd cov Aeyomévors, cat Stavén Gre airyy dépOerpa, 
Here three things are noticeable. First, the Scholiast makes 
Hippolytus the object of elvopas, and therefore seems to know 
nothing of the words ¢dos rode cat yatav. Secondly, there is no 
trace of anything in our text that would suggest the words ovéde 
dvaBrérw mpos oé. Thirdly, he connects diadGepay, or whatever 
part of the verb he read, with Phaedra and not with Hippolytus. 
He must them have had a very different text before him from 
what we now read. On these hints one might endeavour to 
_ restore the text (992-994) thus: dde p’ érAbes rpara, ryvd’, ep’ 
ws 6pas | kdrw BA€movta, Kai SiapBetpar Soxav. | kai yy dvyp ovK 
éorw év yp THd énod x.7.A. ryvde is justified by the body of 
Phaedra being on the stage. Compare 961, 972. As regards 
«détw BAdrovra, which I suppose to represent the Scholiast’s oix 
avaBrexw mpos oé, compare 946, 947, 


1007 For xai 8), I should prefer fev. 
1017, 1019 Rejecting 1018 as interpolated, I would read 


these verses thus: év wéAe dé devrepa | tpaccew® To y €d wapecte 
«7... For the expression devrepa mpdcoev, compare devrep’ av 
macxo, Andr. 372. mpdocoev yap ev, is the reading of all the 
MSS. exeept M. in 1019. M. no doubt intended a full stop after 
Sevrepos, and to connect rpdocev with ebruyeiv. 


1024 I would read efres, for efSes, with Reiske. 
1029 is certainly spurious, as Valckenaer perceived. 
| 1038 I would read with A. ot for xai. od expresses the 
passion with which Theseus speaks. 
1039 Surely we should read réroé yp’, for réroBev. 
1050 I regard as interpolated. Compare 1047. 


1057-1064 It is suspicious that a speech of three verses, 
followed by one of four, should be intruded into a two-verse 
stichomythia. It is to be noticed that Hippolytus says nothing 
of auguries from birds, to justify Theseus’, rots—A€yw (1058, 1059). 

G@ 


82 EUR. HIPPOL. 


I think then we should read in 1057-1059: 7 Sé&ros nde mora 
gov xarnyope: | pavrewy Sé pyyas wOAN ey xaipew A€yw. In Hippo- 
lytus’ speech I would reject 1062, 1063, which are unnecessary, 
while the od dra, of 1062, following the ri Sjra of 1060, is 
suspicious. 


1071 Perhaps it-should be observed that oo is exclusively 
connected with doxd. 


1091 6s should surely be read for ds. 


1094-1097 There is surely interpolation. What business 
has Athens here, except to tickle Athenian vanity? It is true 
that Theseus in 974 forbids his son to set foot in Athens or any 
other land he rules over, but that is quite a different thing.. 
Leaving out then the words dAAa—Epexews (1094, 1095) and 
also 1096, and placing a full stop at the end of 1093, I would 


read: déovowva, xaipe, ov re wédov Tporfjvioy, | xaip’ «7.2. 


1158-1155 Here I suspect interpolation. Leaving out 1154, 
1155, I would read 1153 thus: rod @noéa, yuvaikes, evpouun’ av 
pocwv; We thus get rid of the disagreeable effect of Swydrwv 
gow, followed immediately by ew dwudrwv, and of the languid 
parenthesis. 


1167-1172 It is perhaps worth while to note the highly 
artificial arrangement, by which the messenger and Theseus are 
made to speak exactly the same number of verses, namely 8 
each: the messenger speaking 3, 2, 3: Theseus 2, 2, 4. 


1197 It is not to be believed that Euripides wrote cits for 
ei0v. The verse is certainly interpolated. 


1199, 1200 I hold to be an interpolation intended to indicate 
the traditional spot where the catastrophe took place. The 
construction will continue more naturally if they are left out, 
retaining of course the comma at theend of 1198. éev, ‘ There- 
upon.’ 

1209 is I suspect interpolated. 

1238 The expression ¢iAov xdpa is suspicious. No other 
instance of ¢iAov used in the Epic sense of ‘his,’ is I believe to 
be found in Euripides. In Hec. 1127 there is the accessory 


sense of being dear or precious to the possessor, which hardly 
obtains here, and moreover it occurs in a lyric passage. I would 





métpas and the x of Kapa. 


1239 I should prefer to read re for dé before ripeaer' and (with 
Kirchhoff) égavda for égavdav. 


1244 I do not think éfarcipw can be used as we find it here. 
The instances given by Lid. and Scott of éfarcipw in this sense 
with a personal object (Aesch. Choeph. 503. Thuc. 3. 57) are not 
to the purpose. For in Aeschylus though the object of the verb 
is a person in fact, it isa thing in form, while in Thucydides 
tHv wodw is the object of éfarefpw. I should propose then to read 
éfarokéonr’. As to the cause of the corruption I can only suggest 
that the more common éfoAéonre took the place of éfaroXéonre, 
leading to égar«ciyyre. 


1250 I would certainly read rocotrov y’ with A. P. C. 


1266, 1267 The fact that V. A. read these verses in reversed 
order, points to 1267 being interpolated, and brought in from 
the margin. Rejecting it I would read in 1266: xopifer’, ds dv 
eicidw towed’ oppac. 


1300-1302 The words ris yap—ydovyn, (1301, 1302) are 
manifestly interpolated, but so also I think are, 7 rpdrov twa 
yevvaioryra, (1300, 1301). Phaedra’s struggle with her passion 
(Comp. 1304) and her finally killing herself, might be described 
as yevvaorynta, but to speak of her passion as rpémov twa yevvaic- 
tyTa, is a very strange way of expressing this. I should be 
disposed then to read the verses thus: xai ojs yuvatkds olotpor, 
i) Kévtpwv vo | &)xbetoa Kumpidos maidds npdobn obey, and tiv 
Gedy in 1304. 


1304, 1305 The sense certainly requires vepwpévyy | tpodds 


ag’ arwdeo’ x.7.4. Possibly 7 disappeared after 7 in repwuéryy, 
and od’ after rpodds. 
1307 ofy can hardly be right. I would read : domep jv dixatos. 


The corruption of jv to ody led to ovy dixacov in one class of MSS., 
and to Sv dixaos in another. 


1322, 1823 I prefer P. C.’s reading, (P. manu secunda) 
oxépw y &epas, though y’ is a correction, for ye seems 
required. It was the disappearance of y’ caused V. A. to read 


TAPETXES. 


a2 





be adopted if the verse were genuine. But both it and 1402 are 
I believe interpolated, and 1403 suggested by the rpirnv of 1404. 
Rejecting then 1402, 1403, I would read in 1404, o&5n, zarépa re 


K.T.X. 
1405, 1406 I suspect these verses also. 


1415 No good sense can be got out of this verse as it stands. 
I would read : jv rap’ dpatov Saipoow Bporav yévos. The race of 
mortals must then be under a curse from the gods. dp’ dis- 
appeared between jv and dpatov, and was ineptly supplied by «i@’. 
Disappearance of 7 after vy is not uncommon. Perhaps from 
writing vr WN as we find it in inscriptions. 


1416-1418 This passage is miserably interpolated. An indi- 
cation of this has remained in the true reading, tro (odor, re- 
tained by all the MSS. except A. B. I would read 1416, 1417 
thus: gagov: od yap ovde ys id Lodov | nbes Aryszos Kvmptdos éx 
mpoOvpias. driuos, ‘unavenged.’ Compare Agam. 1279. 14181 
would reject as interpolated. 


1419 Valckenaer would reject this verse as made up from 
1454. But the boot is on the other leg, for it is 1453, 1454 that 
are interpolated. On 1453 Dindorf notes: xat non habet quo 
referatur. No doubt. It is clear however, that 1455 answers 
properly to 1452. 


1425-1427 I regard these verses as one of those common 
interpolations, which are in fact notices of religious observances 
current in the time of their authors. Rejecting them, I would 
read then 1423 thus: cot &, & radalrup’, dvti cov décw Kaxav 
K.T.A. 


14538, 1454 See note on 1419. 


1459 I hope no one will attribute such a verse to Euripides. 
To do the interpolatcr justice however, I believe he wrote: & 
xdelv’ ’A@nvar. Some blundering corrector offended by the clision 
of a gave us what we read. The interpolation of 1459 has 
naturally affected 1460. I would read then: ofov ’orépypar rat- 
dos x.7.A. 1459 being rejected, Theseus speaks two verses, as he 
should do, to Hippolytus’ two. 
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6, 7 One of the' Scholiasts has this note: éuod mrépuxev 
yevyoetat more of broxpitai ‘tov tapBov mpocéOyxav trovoncavres 
elvar tiv ypadyy, ‘Sy tis,’ ty’ 7 ovTws, ‘viv dy Tis GAAD,’ Kat dvri rod 
ovykpitixod 7d ‘Suorvxertarn’ daciv. Now here two things are 
clear, that dvorvxeorépa was the original reading, and that v..% is 
spurious. At the same time it is plain that the added verse 7 is 
only compatible with 8vorvyecrépa and the reading 57 mts. 
There is then a confusion which I find myself quite unable to 
clear up. I would read however in 6 viv §’—% tis GAAn Svore- 
xeorépa yuvy ; leaving out 7. Both 6’ ovrs and 8 ei ris seem to be 
corrections of $7 tis. The aposiopesis viv 0, not being under- 
stood led to viv 3’—7 being read viv 37. 


50-54 This passage seems to me full of interpolations. The 
words rpocwheAjoai—éor’ (50) savour of this, and still more the 
clumsy structure of 51-53. Reading then oi« for ovr’ in 49, I 
would read, 50-53, thus: AeAdar azav cat’ alav, &vOa Aofgiav | nryce 
matpos ov ‘xravey tivew Sixyv. This will account for the two 
readings xreive. M.V., rive. A.P. ®otBov necessarily expelled one 
or the other, of éxravev, rivew. ot for dv by attraction. 


59 This clumsily expressed verse is I think interpolated. 


63 See Preface, p. xxiv. as to the form MéveAaos. I would read ; 
és c¢ Mevédews x7 trais x7... Mevédews, trisyllable. 


- 68-78 There appears to be confusion here. 71 is, I think, 
borrowed from Hel. 862 and interpolated, while 73 should be read 
after 69, when 70 will exactly answer to it, if placing ofuo: extra 
metrum we read, mis ovv wérvota; K.t.X. wérvorat then properly 
refers to Menelaus, before it was in the air. 68-73 will then 
run thus: @E. rév waidd cov péAdovow, & dvorynve ov, | xreivew dv 
éfw dwudtov baecor | ppoidos 8’ én’ airév Mevédews Sopwv azo. 
AN. otpou | was ody rérvorat Tov enov ExPerov ydvov ; OE. ov old’, 
éxeivwv 8 yoOounv éyw rade. We obtain thus a perfect regularity 
of construction. First, the maid speaks three verses, then 
Andromache and she one each, and then Andromache three. 


89,90 There seems little doubt that the words, drei—yuvaurds, 
are interpolated. I would read then: xwpycopat yap, jv te Kai 


wa0uw KAKOV. 
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94, 95 I would read répyw in 94, and 95 thus: dva crop’ det 
rade Sta yAwoons 7 éxew ; répy w being in apposition to the whole 
sentence, and rdde referring to what is enumerated in 92. &¢ of 
rade I suppose dropped out and 7a was corrected to xai. 


151, 152 Here rejecting 151 as interpolated I would read 
in 152: jyiv S& MevédXews tatra Swpetrar maryp. MevéAews as 
almost always in such cases trisyllabic. 

154 is certainly interpolated. The chorus have said nothing 


to Hermione, and the whole speech is addressed to Andromache. 
Compare 142, 143. 


169 It is not easy to see how Tpwds can have been sean 
to xpvods. I think the verse is interpolated and that the in- 
terpolator wrote Kpoicos. The inappropriateness of this led to 
its being altered to ypvcds. ' 

195 I think we should read: riyy & trip cod, kal py’ édevOepav 


opgs. I rely upon the words of the Scholiast : otre xara rUxnv cov 
BeAtiwv otaa. 


mers “Extopos dro nase be understood ‘apart from Hector,’ 

. ‘but for Hector.’ I think, however, 203, 204 are inter- 
ae Andromache as the daughter of Eétion could hardly be 
called duavpc. Moreover though I have no doubt as to the 
sense intended, I have doubts of the correctness of such a use of 
G70. aio purnpos in O.C. 900 has a certain analogy to the sense 


of dé required here, but the cases do not seem to be really 
parallel. 


222 For-wzpotornev I think we should read zpoorapev. 

231 éScos is a mere conjecture. The original reading is 
clearly ofs while Stobaeus has als. I would read: zaidas ols. 
Stobaeus’ als is due to poe ene ure intended, but even so 
ols is correct. , , 

242 This verse gives a very unsatisfactory sense. Perhaps 
we should read: xaxds ye xpwpmévacow, ef Sé ph, od Kadds. 
Hermione asks: Is not love all’ in all with women? -To which 
Andromache replies : Yes, to them who use it wrongly, or at any 
rate not becomingly. Confusion of xadds and xaxds is not 
uncommon. xaxés at the beginning of the verse becoming xadis 
led to xaA@s being changed to. xara at the end of it. 

249 zpéow does not seem to give the sense required. I would 
read : mpogért. 71. would disappear before the ¥ of yép. 
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273 The words rocotrov—xaxov savour of interpolation, and it 
is probable that Andromache spoke four verses to Hermione’s 
eight. I would read 271-273 thus: oddeis & eyidvns, xy wupds 


mepaitépw | Kaxns yuvaikds pappax’ eEnipyKé Tw. xa, Kal 6. 
318 is I suspect interpolated. 


321 dAnOcias tro, seems to me quite correct. The genitive 
with iad has here the sense of the dative of the attendant 
‘¢eircumstances. Precisely in the same sense we find tz’ ev«Ae/as in 
Hip. 1299. 


- 322, 323 No one can be satisfied with these verses as they 
stand, and dpoveiy in 323 seems not to the purpose. I would 
read : rovs 8 id Wevdav parny | oik afwow tAqv riyy Soxeiv exer. 
I understand evxAetay éxovras, with trois parny, for, ols wey evxAeud 
éorv, is equivalent to ot evxAeav exovrtes. 


330-332 These verses are certainly spurious, the two first 
being made up from the two of Menander quoted by Stobaeus 
(see Dindorf’s note). Those in Stobaeus are however naturally 
not to be correeted from here, for the interpolator has altered 
them to suit his own purpose.. All difficulty will be removed 
by reading in the first eirvyeis for edruyeiv, and taking oi Soxotvres 
absolutely, as in Hee. 295, and Gal. 2.6, and perhaps in the 
second verse icf for «iciv. As to what Dindorf says of the 
necessity of retaining these verses I do do not see the point 
of it. 


333 I would read: gpépe, Mevédews, 34 x74. pepe should 
precede not follow Menelaus. 


345-347 The metrical correction éfevoerac in 346 does not 
help out the halting imperfection of the sense. I am of opinion 
that the words d\\’—wy, (346, 347) are interpolated, and in- 
tended to express, what Andromache gives Menelaus to under- 
stand, but does not directly say. She leaves it to Menelaus to 
consider that what he says will be unsatisfactory, and that he 
will meet with a repulse. She then puts before him the other 
alternative. Will you suffer her to grow old in your house 
unmarried? I would then read 346, 347 thus: gevye 76 tavrys 
oadpov ; 7 viv év Sopots x.7.A. 


348 M. V. read rAjpov. Adopting this, for dvep, I would read 
xdapa, of which avep is an explanation. 


405, 399-403, 397, 398, 406, 407. The four verses he reads out 
of their place: 397, 398: 404, 405, are I believe interpolated. 
The absence of a caesura in 397 is well corrected by Porson’s 
reading Svpoya: (i.e. supposing it to be genuine). In 398 
I believe éfupdfw is a correction of éfiywdfw, which the 
interpolator wrote. He was probably more familiar with the 
LXX than the Attic writers, and an anapaest in the second place 
would not trouble him. If we leave out 404, 405, it will be 
necessary to read 406 thus: od¢ 8’, ds ér’ Hv por Aowrds GPOadApds 
Biov. ais is unnecessary and s0 is «ls. 


409, 410 I hold to-be interpolated, and they destroy the fine 
dramatic effect intended by Euripides. 408 is spoken with 
passion, and as Andromache speaks it, with a rapid movement. 
she rises from the altar, and faces her persecutors. After 408, 
409, 410, have a frigid effect, while 408 suggests the action by 
which I believe it to be accompanied. At 411 she steps forward 
to meet her enemies, and dares them to do their worst. 


423 M. V. read oj without any re or ye. I would read 
then waida oynv, and in 424, xai ryvde, Mevédews, x.7.A., a better. 
order I conceive than Mevé\ge xai rqvd’, even if Mevédae were 
admissible. | 

427 The MS. reading is éyd o’. I read then: covywy’ (cot 
éywye). Menelaus as he turns towards Andromache properly 
addresses her with the emphatic coi. 7 


438 I do not say that Tpoig is wrong, but it certainly has 
a very harsh effect. It rests moreover on the sole authority of C.. 
all the other MSS. having év Tpoég, contra metrum, and I do not 
doubt it is a correction. I would read then Tpwot. éy Tpoia 
may have arisen from an ill-advised attempt to make this verse 
conform exactly to the év Suiy of 437. But there I think we 
should read: 4 tadra 8 iuivx.r.A. 8 would drop out after the 
a of ratra. 
_ 448, 447 I rather suspect the words, 5éAua—avaxrtes, of inter- 
polation. The same idea seems repeated in what follows. 

550 I would read: MevéAews, éricyes x.t.X. 


567 I think we should read ov ye rot. The example from 
Aristophanes (fr. 90) to which Dindorf refers, only proves that 
tov can be used in the feminine, and does not seem to justify the 
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other inferences he (/. c.) draws from it. It would hardly be 
safe to infer that because the first syllable of rovodros can be 
shortened, that the same holds good of rotos and rowcde. It 
should be noted that ovdé, which I would restore, not otre, is the 
MS. reading in 508. But I have to observe that Sixcy in 555 is 
used in a very different sense, and that Sixy xpivavres does not 
well apply toa slave which Andromache was. I suspect therefore 
that xpivavres is interpolated, and I would read 567, 568 thus: 
aTrooTacavres, ov pev ovv Sixy tii, | dyovow, ovdéK.7.A. ovdée, ‘ not 
even.’ 

581 dor for éuédv is due to C. only, and probably a correction. 
I would read: més dys; ov rov éuovx.t.A. Disappearance of o of 
ov after dys led to ras dys; 7 Tov éucv which .was imperfectly 
corrected to mas; 7 Tov éuor. 

591 isa mere repetition of 590 and certainly spurious. It 
seems to be suggested by Jph. A. 954, itself an imitation of 590. 


593 This verse is spurious with the exception of the one 
word Aurwv, which should replace éywy, at the end of 594. The 
word ddovAos is enough to condemn it. In the sense in which 
it is here used Lid. é& Scott, after citing this passage, draw their 
next example from Aelian. In the other sense of ‘too poor to 
keep a slave,’ in which it is often used by Epictetus, it can 
claim the authority of Phrynichus, but that would not prove 
that it is admissible in tragedy. In the one sense it is I take it 
only used by late writers, in the other it is a vulgar expression. 


631 I think this verse is interpolated. It causes a hitch in 
the construction and we can well do without it. If we read 
ov 8 ws for dN’ ds in 629 with Galen and Clement, we might 
read xjoowv mépuxas here, but still the hitch is not quite ob- 
viated, and we are better without the verse. In any case I 
prefer ov 3’ ds to GAN’ as, and ov 8 ws was very likely expelled 
by the ov of 631. 

646 is manifestly interpolated, and I do not think there is 
any lacuna after 647, but that the words, xat warpds—fvdias 
(647, 648) are an interpolation. Leaving them out then, and 
placing a full stop at the end of 649, I would read ypav ovy for 
nv xpqv in 650. This will remove all difficulty as to ryvée. 


655, 656 are certainly spurious as Nauck points out, but to 
be satisfactorily rid of them we must reject 654 also and read in 





653 for otoav piv "Hreparw, Sdpaprd y' obcav “Exropos. As the 
text stands ob has nothing to which it can be properly referred. 
It can no doubt be rendered “where,” but to borrow "Hzeipos 
from ’Hzeporw is a strange construction. 


663, 664 It strikes me as strange that Menelaus should say, 
jw BAdorwo. when there was a child of Andromache and Pyrrhus 
already in existence. I think then that 664 is interpolated and 
that in 663 we should read rots rijo8 dro, and r’ for & in 665. 
Note that rjode not rovode is the MS. reading in 664, 


679 It seems to me we should read Wéywv for A€ywr.  Peywv 
would be written céywv, « would drop out before 2, and so we get 
Aéywv, for a copyist may be trusted, if a word wants a letter, to 
supply the wrong one. 


680 How can Helen be said to have laboured? I would 
read : “EXévy 8’ éudxOyo’ ody éxav GAN éx Oedv. In 681 I am 
inclined to think we should read apéAnod y’ for dpéAncer, which 
was due to the mis-reading of 680. 

703 I should prefer: mpds roApay ef yéevorro BovAnats 6’ duo. - 

706, 707 I would read: deiéw F eyo cot py tov "ISatov Tapw 
igov vouilovr’ dvdpa tovd’ éxOpov wore. Note that the MS. reading 
is #ocov not petfov in 707. I connect cot with icov, and it is 
therefore emphatic, What we read arises I think from the 
intrusion of IIyAéq as an explanation of dvdpa rovde. I believe 
however the verses are interpolated, and suggested by the 
spurious verse 655, Omitting them then I would read od for «i 
in 708, which has a much more spirited effect. 


709 I think nothing is gained by correcting this verse as 
Hermann has done, for I regard the words v—xopuns (709, 710) 
as interpolated and also ovx—réxva in 712, which indeed are a 
mere amplification of what precedes. I would read then 
709-712, thus: pdoyos r’ adrexvos, Aris odk dvégeras | rikrovras, 
attTy oreipos ovaa, Tos reAas. Note that 7, not ei, is the MS. 
reading in 711. wats I regard as an explanation of pdcxos 
(comp. Hec. 526), and adAovs of rovs zéXas. 

715, 716 rod’ in 715, in regard of the same word in 716, 
can hardly be right. I do not think POeipeobe can be properly 
used with rjcde, in the sense of, ‘take yourselves off from her.’ 
In the parallel passage from Aeschylus referred to by Lid. and 
Scott (Pers. 450, 451) Elmsley rightly as I think reads: éx veiy, 
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tnode as an explanation. Peleus, who does not expect the slaves 
to resist him personally, bids them stand aside, that he may see 
«i tts, by which he means Menelaus, will venture to meddle with 
him. 

7283 I should prefer to read: rade ypc’ éyd. The explanation, 
év 6a, would then account for the defective state of the verse. 


724-726 These verses in acknowledging the warlike excel- 
lence of the Spartans are not to the purpose. I would then omit 
725, and read 724, 726, thus: ei 5 80€ dn, | ran’ tore rovde 
pndevos BeAriova, so that the words should apply to Menelaus. 
But for his reputation, he is reallf¥ a poor creature. 


738 I would read: éore roivvy od rpdow, So as to get rid of the 
repetition of ris. Toc I suppose disappeared after ri. 


746 I hold ddvwaros to be equivalent to, ob duvduevos. I 
would therefore strike out the comma after it. 


764 7, not dv, is the MS. reading, and that of Stobaeus. 
The sense seems ill-expressed, and I believe the words, roAAGv— 
xpetoowv (764, 765) are interpolated, and that we should read 
765, thus: ré yap vi ddpedos Sedov ovr’ edowpareitv; I suspect 
however it was originally in 764: rodA@v véwy yap dv yépwv 
etvxos 7, Which would be decisive evidence of interpolation. 


824 is I suspect interpolated. 


880 I would read: zpo perdbpwv ropeverar. Swpdrwv taking 
the place of peAdfpwy caused wpo to disappear. The spurious 
verse 878 rather suggests peAdOpwr here. 


883 I would read: éyvas tis dv St Kdx tivos wevOer Tade ; (see 
Dindorf’s note). The MS. readings have I suppose arisen from 
mwevOe. being changed to the more usual wuvOave. Something 
similar to what I have given seems implied by Orestes’ answer. 


898 C.’s reading xcpy is a very reasonable correction of yuv7, 
and I would adopt it, but ‘EXévy I regard as an explanation, for 
which I would read rotp@. Tuvdapis yuvy, probably arose from a 
false reading, Tvvddpews yuvy, imperfectly corrected, unless 
indeed we should in any case read Tuvddpews xopy for Tuvdapis 
Kopy- 

909 I would read: xaxov y €Aegas, avdp’ eva Su’ exew A€yy. 
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dvép| éva is read by C. with dood contra metrum. It may of 
course, be only an ill-advised correction. All the other MSS. 
read éy’ dydpa, involving an anapaest in the third place, except 
A., who reads avépa alone. I take it then that the substitution 
of dca for Svo Jed to the two readings, A. dropping éva alto- 
gether, and the rest placing it before dvépa. I do not see how 
we can do without éva. 


914 A comma should be placed after ye. We should render : 
Yes, the old man, Peleus I mean. Hermione in her agitation 
calls Peleus, ‘the old man,’ simply, and then remembers Orestes 
may not understand whom she intends. 


929 The MS. reading is: ras otv 1d8’, ws elrou tis, €Enudpravov ; 
I would read : és oty rd8, efor y’ av tis, é&yudpravor ; disappear- 
ance of y’ after i has led to what we read. 


959-965 is manifestly interpolated, for it appears from 888, 
889, that Orestes was entirely ignorant of Hermione’s condition 
and circumstances. The absurdity indeed of 964 was felt by the 
Scholiast, who explains, ov da ras cas érurtoAds, ov yap amreotdAn 
pot te mapa oov, which of course it cannot mean; while the 
copyist whom P. followed got over the difficulty by reading peévwv 
for oéBwv. The MS. reading wézyw in 966 is still further 
evidence of interpolation. In 966 Orestes refers to what Her- 
mione said in 922, but I think we should read: wréuyw ’« 5é trav’ 


» ? 
OLKWV 0 K.T.A. 


980 jvexouny, should certainly be restored, fyudopais jvetxs- 
pyv. I put up with this, because of the unhappy circumstances © 
in which I found myself. It may however be a question in respect 
of the rvyats of 979 whether 980 is not interpolated, in which 
case I would read rav ody for cov 8é, in 981. 


990-994 I think the mention of Peleus in this passage is 
entirely due to interpolation, and I would read the verses thus: 
pn Sapa, rporBds, p’ eepnpdoat pabwv | réots pereAOy wwALKots 
Sudypaow. OP. pndey hoSnbgs révd, bs els Zu’ UBpure. (Es is the 
MS. reading). Such phraseology as mpocBas Saua xai podwy, 
savours of interpolation, and there could be no question of 
Peleus pursuing Hermione for he would only be too pleased to 
be rid of her. | 


1001 I do not think Secxvyps is capable of the sense it must 


read : yapety didager pndéva od’ dv xpav éué. 

1002 airyoe can hardly be right, but to read prycey with 
Heimsoeth would be to make bad worse. I think also that the 
words, Geg—Sixas, (1004) are interpolated, and I would read 
1002-1005 thus: mixpds 8 dratrav rarpds elcverac Sixyny | dvaxra 
@oiBov, ovdé vw perdoracis | ywwuns Gvyce, *x Oeod S52 SaBodrals 
7’ éuais x.t.4. The intrusion of dévov in 1002 expelled etcerat. 
which suggested the future airjowr. 


1007, 1008 I regard as interpolated. 


1050 The position of rdde in this verse is singularly awkward, 
I think the words, rav yap—rvyas (1051, 1052) are interpolated, 
and I would read these verses thus: dpdvdy: 76 8 otv dAnbés éxpabeiv 
Gédw. éxzovetv, which the Scholiast explains by oixovomety, seems 
incorrectly used in 1052, nor are these reflections very much to 
the purpose. Perhaps we should read in 1050: ds éxAuroioa 
dipad’ “Eppidvy rade. 

1054, 1055 There is something wrong here, for what has 
happened to hurt the chorus? I would read: xpvmrev év olorep 
ovoa tvyxdver xaxois | Baciriss puyas yap tavd’ dzrofyerar Sopwv. 
Change of Bacwis to BaciAea led to what we read. 


1058, 1059 are interpolated. Peleus well knew, and had no 
reason to ask, why Hermione was afraid of her husband. What 
an expression, too, is madds Oavaciwwv BovAevydrwy, and how 
could Hermione be supposed to be afraid of Andromache? 


1097-1099 The words éxAypouwr’—idig 6’ (1097, 1098) are 
interpolated. We should read: dpyai 6’, dcot Oeod xpnudrwv 
épéoracay, | ppovpay érdgavr x.t.d. 

1120, 1121 It seems to me impossible that éfé\xer can be 
made to mean extrahit gladium e vagina, as Heath would have 
it. I would read: xwpdv 8% mpvpvay od yap és Katpov rumeis | 
exupe gipos + eketAxe, cal mapacrdados x.r.A. The explanation 
érvyxay’ caused disappearance of g{igpos. The imperfect is justified 
by the fact that he stepped back, and at the same time drew his 
sword. 


1134 I would read cdayijs 7’. Dindorf restores the old Attic 
nom. plural I suppose rightly. 


1186 I do not see how zaidds can stand by j itself without cod. 
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I would read then: BéAeuva raidds cot: mepirradoy 8 eet | Kixrw 
Karetxyov od) «.T.A. 

1145 For 8 was I read & éuds. éuds, if not absolutely re- 
quired, is perfectly appropriate. 

1151, 1152 sowep—drArAwv. These words not merely might, 
as Hermann says, have been added by an interpolator, but that 
is certainly the case. . 

1158, 1159 I would read these verses in one thus: jets é 
rovde wot yxepoiv Kopuifopey x.t.r. Karoraga yoos in 1159 isa 
manifest interpolation. 

1237 could hardly have be written by Euripides. One might 
conjecture that 1236, 1237 should be read thus: roy é« oeev por 
huvra maid’ arwXeca. 

1258 Note the somewhat rare synizesis of eds. 

1283 is certainly interpolated and intended to be read after 
1280. See Preface, p. xxii. 
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12 I would read with V. Bpéras and not with P. Bapos. 
Bpéras appears to be the true reading, for compare 525, where 
the wooden horse is called ¢davov, and Virg. A. 2. 232, where it 
is called simulacrum. . 

22 seems to me clearly interpolated. The subject of pévovce 
in 19 is to be borrowed from ’Ayxavév in the same verse. 


35, 36 There seems to me something confused and awkward 
in the way these verses are expressed. Possibly we should read : 
4 8 dOXia rHd’, ef Tis eicopay Gera, | “ExaBy mapeoti, Keévyn trAdY 
mapos and xeovoa in 37. But the wretched Hecuba, should any 
one wish to see her, is here present lying before the doors (i.e. 
the doors of the house where the captives were confined). Cor- 
ruption of rpde to ryvde I believe to be the cause of what we 
read. 

39-41 The expression priya tadov is one for which I can 
find no authority and which seems to me impossible. Lid. and 
Scott indeed refer to J/. 23. 619 as an example of prvjpa rddov 
in the sense of rddos, but this is a slip, as a reference to the 
passage will show. I would read then ojo. If any one asks 
how o7p’ could be corrupted to prj’ I can only say that it is 
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wWiOns getting into the text, often in defiance of metre as well as 
sense, and indeed we have onlv too much reason to be thankful 
when the text has not been further tampered with to restoro 
the metre. I find in Hesychius ojua: tados, pvjpa. I hold then 
that pvjya is due hereto an interpretation of ojpa, written down 
by some stupid pedant, and foisted into the text by a still stupider 
copyist. But there is more wrong here than prjpa. AdOpa in 
40 is justly objected to, and though it may have been suggested 
by the fact that Hecuhba was still unaware of Polyxena’s death 
it is clearly inadmissible. Again in the parenthesis in 41, 
dpovdos S¢ IIpiapos xai réxv’, the general expression réxva seems 
out of place, for an opposition of sons and daughters is clearly 
required. Perhaps we read the verses thus: 7 pév Kopav yap. 
app ’AxAdclov radov | rébvyxe onpa tAnpovws TloAvgevy | xdpor 8é 
dpovdot xw rexwv x.7r.X. As regards 41, the insertion of IIpiapos 
as an explanation of 6 rexwy may have led to what we read. 


68 There is nothing to object to in V.’s reading Sv dy rvygs, 
but I prefer P.’s dv ay rvyy, and so Dindorf tells us Cyril read. 
Failure to see that dv was for os by attraction would lead to 
TUXNS: 

75 Lid. and Scott read dvcvoorov with P. for V.’s Svaryvov. 

82, 83 Here there is something clearly wrong with the con- 
struction. For divas dAds (83) I would read Sivan Gels. mapd- 
oxes will then only be construed with 76 odv. eis corrupted to 


ois might have disappeared after divaor leading to dAds to com- 
plete the verse. 


237 is I suspect interpolated. It seems only to say what has 
been said before in another form. 


271 We should certainly read yaAxeopxitropos with P.  yadkeo- 
pitwp, with brazen pizpa. See Lid. and Scott s.v. yaAxeopizpas. 


292, 293 That ras éuas rixyas has to be understood as éué, 
and the absurd distinction between ’Ayatot and “EAAnves, shows 
there is interpolation. ‘“E\Ayjvwv has arisen I suppose from an 
explanation, 7yowv ‘EAAjvwr, attached to ’Axawv. One might 
endeavour to restore 293 thus: ris dp’ ’Ayxatav p’ agerat, ras eico- 
par; Tas éuas rvxas In 292 depending on efcoyar. But how shall 
I know my own destiny, which of the Acheans is to carry me off 
with him ? 





350 écwdpovyxac’, which is clearly against the sense, appears 
to be improperly used for éowdpovixac’. The Scholiast explains 
it by cudpova éroincav, while Beck in his index actually reads 
écwdpovikacw, as though the xa of xaow could be shortened. I 
would read then cuwdpovd o’ €6yxay (and y’ for o’ in 349), which 
was explained by écwdpovixact, where note the incorrect form of 
the perfect, like é¢BAaoryjxac’, J. A. 595, in an interpolated 
passage. I would also read ov rade dép’ éow, for eiodépere 
mevxas in 351. The words should clearly be addressed to an 
attendant, to whom Hecuba hands the torch, which she took from 
Cassandra at 348, and not to the Chorus. evxas I regard as an 
explanation of raode. The audience would see what was handed. 
For 7’ we should read 8 after Saxpva. 

355 Dindorf says: suspecta ye particula, and clearly it has 
no business here, I should say the true reading was: xav 7 rapa 
ey mpoOupa cor. py mpddvpa is equivalent to drpoOvpa. Kav 7, 
I take it was corrupted to xav my, and the verse unskilfully 
corrected to what we read. . 

357 Dindorf no doubt regarded dvarvyécrepov (P.’s reading) 
as a mere explanation of dvoyepéorepov. So it would seem at first 
sight, but after all [think dvorvyécrepov gives the more appropriate 
sense. The marriage with Helen was to Menelaus both dvarvxys 

.and dvoxepys, Cassandra’s simply dvcruyys to Agamemnon. 

361 I would simply read, ra 8’ dAX’ éaow. Disappearance of 
& led to ra dAAa and so to the inept corrections we find in V. 
and P. 


367 I believe to be one of the many interpolations due to 
aposiopesis with onus. | 

368 Here I think P.’s absurd reading zdXuy, conceals the true 
one, which J take to be zroAAoi piav. 

375, 376 The clause od vis—rarpibos, seems to me absolutely 
unsatisfactory as regards sense, and ovs “Apns éAot, I believe to 
be borrowed from 387. I would read then in 375, yaias é6vyoxKov 
marpioos orepovpevot Omitting 376. 

383-385 I believe to be interpolated. 

388 I believe to be interpolated. We are much better with- 


out it, and neither y’ nor 6 is satisfactory after vexpoi. yy’ is 
simply inserted after the fashion of interpolators to help out the 
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verse, and to read 8’ excludes ots. Moreover 388 is a sort of anti- 
cipation of 390. 


‘899, 402 It is perhaps worth noting, seeing that Dindorf 
brands P. as codex interpolatus, that twice in 399, and once in 


402 he finds himself obliged to adopt its readings in preference 
to V.’s. 


414 I should prefer ’Arpéws re wats pis x.7.4. Comp. note on 
Hip. 1248. didos so nearly approaches the sense of ‘ his’ here, 
as to be suspicious. 


417 «at cod for xai coi, is hardly satisfactory. I would read: 
rade pety éreidy ovx x.tA. The copyists substituted ov yap for 
éxredy ~ovx, for they dislike such a crasis. This led to xai cot 
taking the place of rade. | 

433 Here Lid. and Scott adopt P.’s reading dévrAjoas I do not 
doubt rightly. It is indeed obvious that no one would alter 
éxtAnoas to dvrAyocas. Compare Hip. 898. 


435 Even allowing for the lacuna it is clear there is some- 
thing wrong here. Plainly there is an enumeration of all the 
calamities that were to befall Ulysses, connected by a series of 
‘ands.’ For ov 54 I would read then 73’ 7. 5¢ though rare in 
Eur. is found Hec. 323 and H. F. 30. One would expect 
Scylla rather than Charybdis, but I see no sign of the latter 
being interpolated. Perhaps we should read in 436 SxvAdr’ 7 
XdpuBdis 7’. 

436 There can I think be no question that the true reading 
is dmoBpus 7’ dpeBarns. That P. should have written dpoBpoc- 
rope Barns shows that whatever interpolations he may have 


found in his archetype, he had not the wit to bring in any of 
his own. 


447 Here P.’s otparnAdra seems a more appropriate word 
than dpyryéra. dapyxiyérns is only twice used by Euripides, and in 
neither instance in the sense here required, while orparyAdrys is 
commonly used by him. It is thrice used by Aeschylus and 
always in the sense of ‘ruler,’ once by Sophocles in the same 
sense. But ‘ general’ rather than ‘ruler’ is here required. 

455 I think the reading of Cicero, rév “Arpedav, should be 
adopted. rod orparyyot is just what would suggest itself to 


some critic who remembered that Agamemnon and Menelaus did 
not sail in the same ship. 


H 





‘wrong, and oixér: gives no good sense with dOdvos. One must 
suppose Talthybius to be addressed. I would read: ot dOdvors 
av, ovKér atpay ioriots kapadoxayv «7.4. Will you not at once, you 
will not have to wait for a breeze, bear me off, etc. 


462, 463 dvAaxes can hardly be right, for no guards appear to 
be present, and it is certainly the female attendants of Hecuba, 
who could not well be called ¢@vAaxes, who are addressed. I 
would read the verses thus: “ExaBys yepards zpdo7oAot, Séorrowav 
ob | deddpxad’ ds «.7.A. I suppose mpdamwoAo. was wrongly ex- 
plained by dvAaxes. The és“Ardyv of P. in 463 seems to bea 
corruption of éxradnv. 

465 Here P. reads zadw for Séuas, perhaps rightly. 


466 seems hardly satisfactory. Perhaps we should read: 
édré p’, otro. Ta dira pot, xopat, dita, The meaning would be; 
‘ kindness undesired is no kindness,’ 

479, 480 xdxciva after dreprarovs has a very harsh effect, and 
eldov is inconsistent with the eldov that follows in 482, where what 
Hecuba only heard of in the case of others is contrasted with 
what she actually saw in the case of Priam, nor is racde here 
with rpiyas very appropriate. I would read the two verses 
thus: dy dopi readvrwv mpos tady ‘tyHOyv tpixas. 

482-484 The words roAw @ ddrotcay (484) come in strangely 
and feebly after the death of Priam, which in fact followed the 
capture of the city. I think they are interpolated, and I would 
read the verses thus: xat rov duroupyov, od KAvovc’ aAAwv dpa, | 
airy karacpayevt’ ed’ épxety wupa | scppacw écetdov, as 5° papa 
aapOevous K.T.X. 

506-510 There is no question of leading Hecuba anywhere, 
for she remains on the stage during the choral ode, as appears 
from what follows it, but of raising her to her feet. I would 
then read addere for ayere in 506, and leave out the words 
oriBada—xpydepy’ (507, 508) as interpolated. I would suggest 
however that in 510 Eur. wrote aiyeirOe pydé’, rather than 
pydeva. vouifer’, and that vouifer’ is an explanation of aiyeicbe. 
One would rather expect eirvyy with vopuifere, whereas ebruyety 
is the proper construction with aiyxeiofe. | 

591 I do not understand oyérdc’ at for cyérAva Which Dindorf 
reads, though I could understand cyérAra. Perhaps we should 
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read oyerAia (dual) so as to apply, as cyérAva, would, to Hecuba 
and Andromache. | 


597 Ishould prefer to read éyw for éudv with P. and drodciropat 
in 598. 


623 Neither éxpvya wérAos nor xdrexovdyny can be right, 
There is nothing to show émixorroua: can be used in the sense 
of ‘mourning for,’ like the simple xémroya, and as for éxpupa, 
where was Andromache to have found the garments to cover the 
dead body with? I would read: xpiwaca wézAots opp’ exopapyv 
vexpov. Opp’ is used for face in Or. 1058, otd dpp’ Sager. 
Disappearance of oa and corruption of dup’ to ex led to what we 
read. 

629, 630 are certainly interpolated as Dindorf suggests to 
fill up a lacuna. In 633, however, I would read: dAyet yap 
ovdeis TOV Kaxov py yoOnuevos, We get thus a satisfactory 
sense, which otherwise is far to seek. For as the verse stands 
where is the subject of dAyel ? 

637 I believe there was a lacuna after this verse, and that. 
the whole passage 638-673, and not merely 642-651, 656-667, 
as Dindorf holds, is interpolated, 

674. If dp’ od can be understood so as not to connect od« with 
é\doow, which destroys the sense, I have no objection to it. 
Otherwise I would read: ovdx dp’. oix dp’ would be readily 
changed to dp’ ovx, for the copyists dislike dpa for apa. 

689, 690 These verses are singularly ill-expressed and in no 
way give a satisfactory sense. Perhaps we should read in one 
verse: otrw d¢ Kdyo mypacw Tapl_epat. 

693 P. reads ov py. This seems to point to a reading: ov 
vw Sdxpva yap cdoe. 74 od, which is perhaps preferable, 

700 We should read, I think: kai rovde waidds raid’ énod 
*xOpeweas av. 

737, 738 are certainly spurious. See Dindorf’s note. 

740-743 I hold these verses to be interpolated. The whole 
speech down to 758, except these verses, is addressed to Astyanax, 
In 743 the interpolator betrays himself by using odayetov in the 
sense of odayov, for that is clearly what he intended. 

755 See note on Medea 1030, | 

763 Here 6dvos is used in the sense of venects. 

H 2 
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769, 770 The words, e? pirreww—odpxas, are, I believe, inter- . 
polated. I would read: dadyere, hépere, pimrer, & re yap Oey 
x.7.X. The MS. reading is dyere, AX’ being due to Hermann, 

862 ‘EAé yy cannot be right, for compare 869, 870, while in 
863, orpdrevp, ‘“Axatixov, is absurd. I would read 862, 863, thus : 
MeveAews yap elu’ 6 rodAG poxOyoas eyw. 

_ 877 For ‘EXéys I would read xeivns for the reason stated 
above. 

890 For MevéAa’,, I would read, MevéAcws. 

895 I would read for, MevéAae, Mevédews, ro. The article 
with dpotuov if not absolutely required, seems a decided improve- 
ment, 

907, 908 I would read: tpyiy 52, Mevérews, rots évayrious 
Adyous | al rhode xara Sés x.7.’. This order seems to me better 
than the one we find, and S¢ than xa’. I would place a colon at 
the end of 906. 

918 oaasI have again to state is incapable of elision, and 
clearly the sense of this verse leaves much to be desired. I would 
read: rots cotou rapa xari o airidpara. I will reply opposing 
what I have to allege against you to what you bring against me. 
kari, was I suppose corrupted to xai. 

927-931 928, which Dindorf rejects, is not in my opinion the 
only interpolation in this passage, and I hold the word rupavis’, 
we tind there to be genuine. I do not think ’Acvdda can be used 
for ‘Agiav, without yjv or some such addition, and this V. seems 
to have felt for he reads ‘Acias contra metrum. I would read 
the passage thus: “Hpa 5° iécyer’ “Aoidd’ of rupavvida, | Kumpus 8% 
Toupov, ei Oeds trepdpdpot, | xddAos. It is clear that the repetition 
of irécyero with Aphrodite is languid and unlike Euripides. 

933 The a of xparetaOar is not elided but coalesces with the 
€ of ék. 

934 is surely interpolated. 

941-943 The antithesis of Alexander and Paris is absolutely 
meaningless, and it is incongruous to make Helen revile the 
man she is trying to conciliate by calling him, xaxwre. I 
would read then: 6 ryad' dAdorup, dv Sdouats év cots Aurav, leaving 
out the rest, | 

945, 946 It should be noted that in 946 both P. and V. read, 
éx Sdpuwv (P. helping out the metre by inserting y' after dpovotca) 
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not é Swudrwy, nothwithstanding the Sduous that follows. Re- 
jeoting then 945 as interpolated, I would read 946 thus: ri dé 
700 épets yap: 89 ppovoto’ ap’ éordpyv x.r.X. Helen thus actually 
does ask herself the question she knows Menelaus will put to 
her. This has led the interpolator to give the thing the absurd 
turn he has done in 945. ) 


960 I think AnidoBos is interpolated. There is no mention of 
him in Hecuba’s elaborate reply, which deals seriatim with every 
plea put forward by Helen in her defence. Besides it was not 
Deiphobus but Paris who forcibly carried off Helen. I would 
read then 960 thus: guvevvérw xareixev, dxdvrwv Ppvyav. 


961-964 The difficulty in 961 seems to arise from d:xatots 
{from dixao) having been corrupted to dixaiws. As to the clause 
4v—édovAevo’, (962-964), it gives no satisfactory sense, and is I 
do not doubt interpolated. I would read then: és ov &@ as 
6vyoxou’ av évdixws, wéor, | rpds cod Sixatots ; ef 5é Twv Gedy kparety. 
«.7.A, It isas though Helen said : zis dys ds évdixws OvyjoKxorp’ dy 5 
she is alleging what she supposes Menelaus to say. 

975 For af Hartung reads od. That is not the way I think to 
emend the verse. One might read: at ratSiats 54. But the 
whole passage (975-978) has something suspicious about it. I 
am inclined to think that rejecting 973, 974, we should read 
975, 978 thus; ds radiator cat xAudH poppijs wépe | edOeiv és “18yv. 
aétepov 4 Avds Sdpap | dyetvov’ “Hpa Znvis ds AdBo réow. The 
clause rot—xadAovns (976, 977) is very clumsily expressed, and 
the word xaAAovy is only found elsewhere in Eur. in Bacch. 459, 
(an interpolated verse as I believe) and in Jph. A. 1308 (a verse 
belonging to a part of the play that I do not regard as the work 
of Euripides). It does not occur in Aeschylus or Sophocles. 
xaAXovy is I think an Ionic word. Itis used by Herodotus where 
in ordinary Greek we should find xadAos. The allied xadAoovvy 
is only found in lyric passages. | 

985 y’ is clearly out of place. I would read xar’. oipavdy, 
with Heimsoeth, also ovxovy for ovx av. év ovpavg was I suppose 
an explanation. , _ = | 


~ 996 No one can fail to be offended with such an ending as ra 

Mevélew. I would read 996, 997 thus: otd@ ra Mevédew peAabpe 
gos | tots cotow ixav’ iv éyxabvBpifew tpvpais. Here again aver- 
sion to MevéAews as a trisyllable led to what we read. 
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1005 I would read Mevédcuv éryves. 


‘1021-1022 That there is interpolation here I agree with 
Dindorf, but I cannot accept his way of dealing with it. The 
whole clause, BapBdpwr—iv cor (1021, 1022) is to my mind inter- 
polated. I would read : IapiSos tBpifew nOeres yap év Sdyors, | Kat 
mpooxuverc Oat Kami toirde cov S€uas x.7.X. 

1026 I think there can be little doubt that we should read | 
here xpard tr’ éoxvdiopevyv. 


1029 For MevédAd’ I would read Mevé\eus. 


1033-10385 The clause xddeAot—rd OnAV 7’ (1034, 1035) is 
certainly interpolated. The Scholiast explains the meaning to be, 
‘Free your country from reproach, and yourself from effeminacy,’ 
and I do not doubt he is right, but it is impossible Euripides 
should have so expressed himself. I think however the interpo- 
lator must have found ‘EAAddos in the text. I would read then — 
1033-1035 thus: rpoydévwv, Mevérews, agiws ys @ “EAAados | ricat 
ddpapr’, éxOpoicw etyerns gaveis. Here it is preference for the 
voc. MevéAae, that has led to Mevédae, zpoydvuv, for zpoydver, 
MerveAews. 


1051, 1052 Both these verses are interpolated, 1051 being 
from another play, and 1052 an answer concocted to it. Leaving 
them out, Menelaus’ words in 1050 connect naturally and 
properly with what he says in 1053. He asks the question in 
1050 jestingly, and then goes on to assent to what Hecuba has 
said. There is no mention of Euripides or the Zoades in Aris- 
totle where he quotes 1051. 


1058, 1059 I think that 1059 is interpolated, and that we 
should read 1058 thus: als 8’ otv 6 riod’ OXeOpos és PoBov Badet. 


1126-1129 It is certain that NeowrdAcuos in iambics is always 
a quadrisyllable, and therefore there is something wrong here. 
There is however more than this wrong with the passage, for 
1126 has affected the following verses. In 1126 the word Neo- 
aroAenos is interpolated, and in 1129 the inept, 4 xaptv povys éxwv. — 
I would read the whole passage thus: airés 8’ dvyxrat ovpdopas 
Kawas twas | IlyAéws dxovoas, ds ap’ 6 IeAlov yovos | xfovds vv 
éxBéBAnke, Oaocov ovvexa. x.T.X. 


1133 The MS. reading xai od’, for which Nauck reads xd’, is 
clearly wrong. I would read xéfyrjcaro, and in 1134, Odor pe 
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vexpoy Tovd’, Os éx Tetxewy recwv K.7.X. Disappearance of pe led to 
xagytycato being read xai od’ yTycaTO, 

1154, 1155 There is something wrong with the construction 
of these verses. I would read: as fvvrépws voy tay épod Kat cov 
4 + 4 » a € 4 , hd bd 
mapa | els vy wecovrwy olkad Spyyow tAdTyv. I think the confusion 
has arisen from fvveAOovrwy, a8 an explanation of eis éy recovtur, 


having got into the text. 


1171 air’ must be supposed to stand for aira, and be referred 
to yduwv and lcoféov rupavvidos, as the text stands. But if 
nothing else, éxypjow ovdév in 1172, shows this cannot be the 
case. ‘I'here must then be a lacuna, and I suspect the shield of 
Hector is referred to. Perhaps then we should read: airi idwv 
pev (airiv, thy dorida) yvovs ye tH Wux7, Téxvoy, | ovx job’, éxpjow 
& ovdery ev Sdpos Exwy. You saw the shield indeed, but did not 
recognise what it was, as would be the case with an infant. 
Comp. Dem. p. 585, dre rq Wuyy rotr’ olde. 

1176 éxyeAd can hardly be right. Perhaps we should read 
éxrepa. But I think 1176, 1177, and also 1178, 1179, are inter- 
polated. 

1180-1186 are certainly £0, for Astyanax all through the 
play is represented as an unconscious infant. In fact the text 
of this play is in a very defective state. 


1184 Nauck’s emendations, xoupovs for xamovs here, and 
mwovot, for vmrvot, in 1188, seem certain, but Dindorf does not 
admit them into his text, a fault on the right side, were he only 
consistent. 

1196-1199 I strongly suspect of interpolation. 

1206 I should prefer: wyddcr, xovdels yitrixyo’ dei sore. 
Disappearance of the it of det before the z of woré may have led 
to evrvyjcas, and so to what we now read. The MS. reading is 
avrds not ards. 

1209-1212 If 1211 is genuine, plainly some such emenda- 
tion as Seidler’s, dowapevor for Onpwpevor is required. But I would 
reject it as spurious, and read ws Ppvyav vopos in 1210. Iwould 
also read vixnoavri cot in 1209, and cov for co in 1212. It is 
manifest too that 1209-1215, and 1218-1225, are different 
versions of the same matter, and cannot possibly stand together. 
I hold then that the original reading of 1218 was something like 
this: & réxvov, ay (& év): yduowrt mpoobécbai o’ éxpiv. Reading 


thus, we get rid of the intolerable repetition of ypot and xpods. 
Whether either 1209-1215, or 1218-1225, is the work of Euri- 
pides is hard to say, but the latter seems to me to have the best 
claim to be thought so. 


1243-1245 Plainly as Dindorf points out (see his note) 1243 
is defective at the beginning, and P.’s reading is an attempt to 
supply what is wanting. For zepsBoddv however, I think it 
probable we should read wvpi Badwv. 1244, 1245, of which 1245 
seems suggested by Suppl. 1225, I regard as spurious and 
intended to fill up a lacuna. I would observe: that dowdy seems 
only proper in lyric passages. 


1273 The MS. reading being 73y ray ‘éuav xaxav, I would 
read olda for 757. 
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236, 237 coi pév cipjobar xpedv, | yyas 5° dxodoa trovs épwrav- 
tas rade. I would render: It is fitting you should say so, (ze. 
assent to my asking such questions, as I have proposed to put) 
and that we who ask such things should hear you do so, (¢.e. hear 
you utter your permission). And accordingly in the next verse 
Ulysses gives the permission asked for. Thus and thus only, as 
I think, can the opposition between coé and yas implied by pé, 
5é, be preserved, and the position of rade appear natural and 
proper. oot I understand as the instr. dat., and, cot pév eipjoba, 
as much the same as, cé pév elpyxévat, eipyxa being used like dypt 
in the sense of, ‘I say, yes,’ ‘I assent.’ 


247-250 The order of the better MS. (249, 250: 247, 248), 
should be restored, for it is pretty certain that it is the ancient. 
and original one. The present order might indeed at first sight 
seem more natural, The fact however seems to be that Hecuba 
is gradually leading Ulysses to the promises he made in his honr 
of peril, which now he is not disposed to recognise. In 249, 250, 
Hecuba makes Ulysses acknowledge that he owes his life to her. 
Then she goes on to ask him, in 247, what he promised to do if 
his life was saved. In 248 Ulysses evades the question, and this 
verse therefore properly ends the stichomythia. Hecuba, not being 
able to make him confess to what he said, insists simply on the 
fact that she had spared him, 
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266 The combination of present and aorist in this verse can 
hardly be right, and one would expect the part. of dyw. I would 
read: xeivy yap dAecey vw’ “IXtov ayaywv, and I should prefer to - 
read év for vwin 265. Insertion of eis before ”IAtov led I conceive 
to és Tpoiav 7’ aye. 

271 I contend with this argument against the plea of justice. 
Compare similar use of dusAAGpar in Iph. A. 309. dAAos apwdAAD 
tavr. ‘Use that argument against some one else.’ 


_ 293 I hardly think the ready correction, A€yys for A€yy, is the 
true one. I would read: xav xaxds 6 Adyos. Even if the argu- 
ment were a bad one. xak®s A¢yy may have arisen from an 
explanation, xaxds Aéyyra, which got into the text. 


296 Perhaps we should read ris for ovx witb Greg. Cor. De 
Dialecto Attico. XX, 


325 There is a certain confusion in this verse, for the army is 
supposed to be encamped in the Thracian Chersonese and not in 
the Troad. I should have thought that 75¢ was corrupt, only that 
I remember that the tomb of Achilles was on the opposite side of 
the Hellespont, and that here it certainly seems to be regarded as 
on the same side as the Grecian camp. The confusion then I 
suppose is due to Euripides himself. Otherwise it would be easy 
to read, dv kal xéxevOe, disappearance of xai before the xe of 
xéxevOe, would account for 75e. 


355 I think this verse is spurious and has arisen from yuva:gi 
as an explanation of ‘I8aucw. wapfévwv péra would mean 
‘along with the maidens,’ zapOévos péra ‘among them,’ 
which is the sense required, but Euripides would never have so 
used pera. There is moreover a kind of anti-climax in the 
drdBXerros that follows Séo7owa. Compare note on Aesch. 
Persae 613. 


359, 360 Dindorf remarks not without reason on dpov 
dpévas: non apparet cur sic loqui maluerit, quam apodpovwv 
scribere. But I think the whole passage is considerably inter- 
polated, and that we might probably read for these two verses: 
érer’ ious tis dpddpwv p avycerar. In 362 rpocbeis avayxny jars 
with dvayxace in 364, and the expression dvayxyn otrorouds is & 
very strange one. Compare the similar passage 7iroades 491 seq. 
362 is then I think interpolated, and I would read 359-364 


thus: éreir’ tows Tis Guoppuv p’ dvycerat, THY “Extopos TE xaTépwr 
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mok\AGy xacw,| ds Sapa caipew Kepxicow +t édheoravar | Avrpav 
ayovcav Hpépav dvayxdoe. (omitting p’ in 364). 

381 Adopting the reading rotvoy’, which is found in A., Ven. 
468, and Stobaeus, I would read é rots d&€tors for rots d&tots. 


398 Restoring 6roia I would read éyd for drus. drus I 
regard as an explanation of ézoia, whose intrusion into the text 
has expelled éyw. 


413 I believe to be spurious, and I regard 414 as the first 
verse of the stichomythbia, with which, and not what goes before, 
it is connected. 


504 The MS. reading is péra not wépa. I think we should 
read: éeuwe 8 "Ayapeuvov pé o’, & yivat, pera. "Ayapéuvuv pé o” 
was I suppose corrupted to ’A-yayduvovos. 

524 The zédas 8’ éyw which follows éoryo’ seems to show that 
we should read éoryx’, ‘ stood,’ not éxryo’, ‘ placed.’ 


527, 528 The repetition yepoiy, yepi in these verses, and the 
confused construction, clearly show there is something wrong. 
Omitting then 528 and reading alpwy for AaBov in 527, I would 
read 529, 530 thus: yoas Oavdvre warpi mais ’AyiAdEus, | ceyqy p’ 
dywye ravtt onpatvew oTparg. 

539, 540 The repetition of zpevpevods in 540 after apevperys 
in 538 suggests interpolation. I would read: Adcal re mpvpvas 
d0s vewy, kam’ "IXiov x.7.X. 

558 érwpis here means simply ‘the top of the shoulder,’ not 
the shoulder-strap of the tunic as Lid. and Scott explain it. 
Neither does it mean that in the citation from Chaeremon (ap. 
Ath. p. 688 b.) but simply the part of the tunic covering the 
shoulder, just as Aayéva in the next verse (ap. Ath.,) signifies 
the part of tle tunic covering the flank. Of course these could 
only be loosed because there were fastenings there. As regards 
ph. T, 1404, that verse is both interpolated and corrupt, but, 
however it should be corrected the meaning is plain, viz. that 
the rowers’ arms were bare to the shoulder. 


559 That this verse is corrupted is clear. I would read: 
Aayova xaréppyng’ és peonv, I hold the corruption to have arisen 
from its being misread: Aaydva xdr’ éppy§’, when the incompati- 
bility of xara and és led to the alteration. The various readings 
are due to Aaydva being placed after éppyge, and corrected by 
some to Aayovas, and others to Aaydvos. 
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580 The sense seems to require éAcyov, not Aéyw, and the MS. 
reading is A¢ywv, while Dindorf teils us that Aéyov, which points 
to éAeyov, is found in M. from the second hand, and also in other 
MSS. I would read then dudi og Acyov, and in 581 xopy Gavoven” 
o evrexvwtarny 8 dua «.7.A. 


595 With some hesitation, seeing Hermann reads dv6pwra 
or év Bporois, I am disposed to regard the MS. dv@pwros as the 
true reading. ‘In the case of men,’ ‘Where men are con- 
cerned.’ (Dat. of the attendant circumstances). Compare ¢tAors 
Electra 608. A not dissimilar construction is I think to be 
found in Simonides (103. Bergk). There the Cod. Vat. has: iva 
odiot py KabéAnras | “EAAGs dropOiuévou patos éAevfepiav. I 
would read with Planudes drodp6iuévors xdpros, probably a cor- 
rection of his own, but I think a true one. I would however 
read the whvle verse thus: “EAAdS8’ droOipeévors xapros eAevOepiav, 
and taking “EAAdd’ as an adjective, render ‘that through their 
death force might not pull down Grecian freedom.’ Here the 
construction is similar to the Latin ablative absolute, pereun- 
tibus illis, while in the Hecuba one might render, quod ad 
homines attinet, but the idea of the attendant circumstances 
covers both cases in Greek. Perhaps however it would be. better 
to read xaféAyou in Simonides. 


600 M.’s reading yé ro. for ye pevros seems to point to an 
original reading yé tof rt. 1, in some respect. 


665 Heimsoeth reads wdpos for dep, I think rightly. V. has 
dro. wapos by disappearance of 7 after the p of dduuv, and of & 
after 6, became azo, of which dep was a correction. 


729 Dindorf’s emendation seems to me inadmissible for the 
present is manifestly required. It seems possible that the same 
rule applies to ovdé, as to otddy, otdeis. If not one might suggest that 
the verse was originally : jets peév ody oe pipvopev Kod Wavoper. 
pipvopev being replaced by the more usual pevoxev which would 
lead to ovdé. But CEMENOMEN might become éamev through 
being corrupted to COMONOMEN, 50 that omov disappeared. 
This however is rather far-fetched. 

736, 737 I regard the words dvorqv’—‘ExaBy as interpolated, 
and in 737 I would read cyerAia for “ExaBy, of which I conceive 
Svornve to have been an explanation, for cyerAia is seldom thus 
used. Compare, however, Medea 873. 


749-753 I think Hecuba should only speak two verses, 
753 seems to me certainly interpolated, and I suspect 749, 750. 


756-758 As M.V. do not read these verses 1 hold them to be 
interpolated. Rejecting them there will be no difficulty in 
Hecuba speaking two consecutive verses at 759, 760. 


823 must be understood rather rhetorically than literally. 


847 Hartung’s certain emendation, xai rais dvdyxais Tous 
vonous Sudpicay, might I think have been admitted into the text. 
The corruption plainly arose from failing to see that the subject 
of Suépicavy was borrowed from the @yyrois of the preceding 
verse. 


859, 860 Here is a signal instance of how correctors, ancient 
and modern, join in corrupting the text of an author. The 
ancient corrector found «i 5€ cor didn | wats x.7.A. Thinking 
that Polydorus was referred to he changed ¢idy to ¢diAos, and 
also zats to 65’, which he saw was required as the corpse was on 
the stage. Then Elmsley steps in and makes worse nonsense by 
reading éot, for how should Polydorus be Agamemnon’s friend ? 
If we read, ci 5¢ oF) PiAn | wats éori, all is clear, and had the text 
been let alone every one would have seen that cot was a cor- 
ruption of o7. My relation to your daughter (i.e. Cassandra), 
says Agamemnon, is a private affair of my own, while the army 
regards Polymestor as an ally. 


876-879 878, I regard as an interpolation, both on its own 
account and because a stichomythia is introduced, often by two, 
not seldom by three, but never by four verses. 


901 As Hecuba speaks twelve verses (886-897) so there is a 
presumption Agamemnon would speak six, while in fact he speaks 
seven. I think then this verse is an interpolation, which has 
arisen from not rightly understanding 900. There is a kind of 
aposiopesis. ‘ But now, for the god does not send favourable 


breezes, I can do so.’ éyw is naturally supplied from - elyov 
in 899. 


953 The proper way to deal with this verse is not to strike it 
out but to amend it. I would read: & qiArdry por diArarov 7’ 
dvipos mote k.7.’. Asso often happens the explanation Ilpidépov 
got into the text, and the correctors set to work, with the usual 
results. 
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968-975 I regard the whole of the speech, and not merely 
the last six verses, as interpolated. In rejecting it however 
Polymestor’s speech will have to be dealt with. Polymestor, as 
965, 966, show, wishes Hecuba to suppose that the moment it 
was in his power to do so he went to see her, whereas he had no 
such intention. This is quite in harmony with his false and 
hypocritical character. dv xAvwv ddixopnv (967) is therefore 
clearly interpolated. I read then, 967, 976 thus: és ratrov 75n 
ouprirver pvOous oébev | Suwis A€yovea: ris 8’ exer xpeta o éuod ; and 
I reject 977 as interpolated. The ellipsis of ge. we find in 976 
is unusual, and the displacement of the words, duwis, uvOovs, (966, 
967) is accounted for by the interpolation. We are also rid of 
the repetition of ddixouyy in 964 and 967, 


981-985 One does not see what the friendliness of the Achaean 
army has to do with Polymestor’s dismissing his guards. For if 
they were not friendly he would never have ventured among them 
at all. I would read then in 982: mrpoodircis 5€ y' aide por, 
(aide, the Trojan women). This gives point, for it was these 
very women who were going to assist Hecuba in taking vengeance 
onhim, In 983, 984, it is hard to believe that Euripides wrote 
oe xpyv, ri xpy. Inall the MSS. but M., where we find ce xpjv, we 
read ce xp7, 80 that oe xpyv is probably a correction, and the case 
therefore is even stronger. I hold then 984, 985 to be interpolated, 
and I would read 983 thus: dep d¢ BovAa ratra onpaivew oe 
xe7- There is a certain presumption that Hecuba speaking three 
verses, Polymestor would do so too. 


996 Dindorf comments on the strange use of ray zAyovov here. 
I hold this verse and 997 to be interpolated. 


1013 # should certainly be restored. ‘Have you the money 
about you, or have you hid it somewhere ?’ 


1015, 1016, are I think interpolated. 


1153 The absence of the augment in Odxovv, and the character 
of the verse generally, show it to be interpolated. xepxida too 
for the work of the loom seems an impossible expression. 
Further it seems more natural to suppose that the Trojan 
women stood round Polymestor than that jthey sat beside him. 
Omitting it then, I would connect the qvow in 1154 with 


as well. 


1156 This verse clearly means that the Trojan women took 
Polymestor’s spear away from him. durrvxou ocro\icparos must 
then be translated ‘a twofold equipment,’ ¢¢. a spear pointed at 
both ends. Musgrave renders correctly, duplici gestamine, but 
Lid. and Scott absurdly give ‘ mantle’ for croAicparos. 


4159 The absence of a caesura here, and the reading of the — 
best MSS. Sia xepds, for which only two inferior MSS. have XEpar, 
and the xepo of 1158 are strong evidences of corruption: I 
would read: yévowr’ dusiBovoat ope Siadoxais de’. The gloss da 
xepés, intended to explain what was meant by dyue(Bovoa, got 
jnto the text and expelled de/ and ode. C. has in the margin yp. 
kal, due(Bovoa xepoiv, from which Dindorf’s reading is derived. 
But it is also possible that before 5:4 xepds was intruded S:a50xats 
det had been corrupted to S:aSoxaior, for some MSS. as Dindorf 
tells us read d:adoxaicrv. 


1174 should be rejected. It spoils the whole effect. 
Polymestor did not search the walls like a hunter; he rushed 
about like a furious wild beast, upsetting everything that came 
in his way. Compare 1039, 1040. 


1179 The MS. reading is geri ris, for A.’s ris ear is clearly a 
correction. I would read then: 4 viv A€ywy ear’, adbis 7 wédAdrEe 
Aéyew. or’ abfis was corrupted to €or tis. 


1193, 1194 The very fact of the MSS. reading drwAovro 
xovris contra metrum shows that xotris at least in 1194 is 
genuine, and that ovris is a mere correction. damadAovro then, as 
is often the case, I hold to be an interpretation of some word 
that it has displaced. I would read both verses thus: dA’ od 
Suvdpevor Sa réAovs elvat cool | xaxds di€recov, xovris eEprvge mw. 
Suérrecov seems to be the word required. Compare Arist. Hq. 695. 
As to the MS. reading Svvayrac or dSvvawroe in 1193, I do not 
think much is gained by reading Svvawr’ dv. 

1195 All the MSS. of any authority having 4&0 év, contra 
metrum, I believe the original reading was qpoipioww od’ exer, 
and that dpouioorw being corrupted to, pporuiors év, led to the MS. 
reading. 

1214 I would restore Zcpev, rejecting 1215 as interpolated 
{and indeed it seems to be imitated from 823). What had the 
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smoke of the city to do with Polymestor and how could he see 
it? In any case I think xdwvos should be read for xarvy. 


1218 The MS. reading is: elzep jjo0a rois Ayaotow didros. I 
would read : eixep, ds hys, K7.A. omitting rots. 


1263 éuBjoe would seem to be the original reading, and 
auByoe a correction. dvaBaivw does not seem to be construed 
with zpdés. I would read: cavurijs: 66’ iorov vats émByoe modi. 
cavrjs in answer to zpds rod in 1262. 66° was corrupted to és, 
and the & of cavrjs having disappeared before a, és was altered 
tO apds, and cavry to airy. éuByoe I regard as a corruption of 
émiBnoe. . 


1270 Gavotica & % fc’ seems to be nonsense, and ioy after 
éxtlyow (reading as in the text) is unsatisfactory, so that 
Musgrave suggests wdruov. I would read: @avotc’ dp’ olo6’ 
as évOa8 éxrAjow Biov here, and padwora for Gavotca in 1271, 
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6, 7 Here I would observe that the circumstance alluded to, 
of Tantalus being suspended in the air, is not to be found any- 
where else, and in 928 sez. it is the stone that is swinging and 
suspended in the air, as we find it in all other allusions to the 
story of Tantalus, and not Tantalus himself. It appears to me 
then that the original reading in 7 was dOpet rronOeis. Once 
a6pet was corrupted to dép: a finite verb was required, and as 
arora: With dép. would be contra metrum zrordraz had to be read 
in its place. A perfectly good sense is thus obtained. Fearing 
the rock overhanging his head he anxiously watches it. I should 
observe that Agatharchides (ap. Photium) clearly read this verse 
as we now read it, unless the clause which contains the allusion 
to it is interpolated, as I am disposed, though it may be very 
mistakenly, to think. But even if he did so read it, it is quite 
possible that in his time it had been corrupted. 


12-14 There is something very awkward about these verses. 
I would read: @ oréupal as é€nvay éréxAwoay Oeai | Motpar @vécry 
aroXepov ovTe ovyydvy | Géoba: x.r.. Disappearance of ds led to 
éjnvac’ and Oecd. Motpar could not be replaced by Moipa, for 
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which épw was therefore: substituted, much to the detriment of 
the sense and the construction of the passage. 


20. Mevédaos ‘EXevmv. Note that the MS. reading is MevéAews 
‘EAévny, contra metrum. I regard then Mevédews as an explana 
tion that has got into the text, and I would read 20, 21 thus: 
yape 8 6 pev &y riyv Oeois orvyoupevny | “EXévqy, KAvrayvyorpay 5’ 
dp’ ’Ayapepvev avag. The words érionpov eis “EAAnvas seem to 
me to bear the stamp of interpolation and to have been intro- 
duced simply to fill up the verse. 

38 For Eipevidas, which Dindorf justly objects to (see his 
note), I would read ceuvai ydp. I am led to this by 409, 410, 
which I regard as interpolated and borrowed from here. 

50 We cannot I think do without this verse altogether, 
though the impossible phrase, Aevoiuw merpdyart, is as much 
interpolated here as it is in 442, and 51 is clearly interpolated. 
I would read then 50-52 thus: «i ypy Oavetvy va viv 5: 8) ’Amis 
éori Ts. 

64, 65 I regard zapOévoy in 64, and, dyayav ‘Eppidvyy Sardprys 
dro, in 65 as interpolated. I would read: éup dS¢ MevéAcws pyrpi 
mapébwKey TpEpetr. 

68 I would read: yxovra MeveAcwv. 


84 This verse is unsatisfactorily expressed. We should read 
I think: wAjv dro opixpas wvons. The explanation ovvexa ex- 
pelled wAnv aro. ) | 

91 The MSS. vary: M. has dzetpyxey, V. dareipynxe, the re-t, 
dmreipyxa, év, Which has probably arisen from a having been 
written above the line because of the ambiguity of dmeipyx’ év. 
I think the text has been corrupted and that we should read : 
wor’ amreirouev xaxcts. I suppose dzretrouev to have been corrupted 
to dwetrov and dretrev. This would cause dzeipyxa to be sub- 
stituted in one case and dzeipyxev in the other. 

99, 100 See Preface pp. xvii, xviii. 

115 I would read: ydAaxrd +. Mead, milk, and wine con- 
stituted the threetold offering to the dead. 


223 I would suggest: aAevpoiot mAevp’ SaéBare kabypwon 
KOMNV. 

227 It is not easy to see what would have induced a copyist 
to transfer the »’ from after pavias or wands (in 228) and place 








as an explanation. ws for yap, as is usual after an imperative. 

241 I would read: ye ye MevéXews. ye, though by no means 
indispensable, gives point and force to the answer. 

248 For adoxov I would read edu. 

249 I see no objection to réiv yYdyov, which is justified and 
illustrated by Electra 1039. 

255-257 Though in the Hepi “Yous these three verses read 
together, I am of opinion that 257 should be removed from here 
and read after 260 in the place of 261, which savours strongly 
of interpolation. ‘xai’ may véry well have dropped out in that 
author, and the very circumstance that he quotes the verses 
together may have led to 257 having been placed after 256, and 
supplied where it originally stood by 261. It is evident Orestes 
should speak only two verses: to expel the verse is inadmissible, 
for it is too manifestly genuine, even independent of the 
authority of the author of the Hepi"Yyous. It seems to me that 
placed after 260 it comes in quite naturally and with much force 
and effect. 

271 In assigning this verse to Electra the MSS. of course 
intended a question to which 272 is the answer. But it is clear 
that it belongs to Orestes. 

286 can I think be properly corrected by reading épyp’ és for 
€pyov. 

292, 293 I do not think these verses are interpolated, but 
they need emendation. I would read: ei pyr’ éxeivos 35’ dvaBré- 
pew aos | Euedd’, éyd re roudd’ extAnoew xaxd. I suspect it was 
disappearance of 45’ led to what we read. 

298 icyvawe is a medical word. I should prefer to read 
mapanvOovo’ for zapupvbod 0’. 

366 I would read: Mevédews mpoxetra:. mwpoxeiras is clearly 
the more appropriate word of the two. 

393 I should prefer A€¢ywy, so as to take dedod absolutely. 

405, 406 I suspect these verses. The enquiry seems neither 
natural nor to the purpose here. 


409, 410 I regard these verses as interpolated. The words 
evrraidevta—A€yev in 410 seem to me enough to condemn then, 


I 
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and they appear to be made up from 37, as I have observed in 
my note on that verse. 

415 The Scholiast’s suggestion that @dvarov refers to Agamem- 
non, arose simply from his understanding dvaddpa wrongly in the 
sense of ‘ excuse,’ whereas here it bears the meaning of some- 
thing one can fall back on to deliver one from a difficulty. It is 
used much in this sense ia Aesch. 41. 42, and also in Demos- 
thenes 704. 8, which gives as nearly as possible the sense re- 
quired here. tpds pev eiomparrey rovs tpinpdpxovs, éxetvors dé elvar 
TEpt avTaV Mpos TOUS éxovras dvadédpay, 2.e. that you should get the 
money out of the trierarchs, and that they should have their 
remedy against the holders of the property. Orestes then means 
that he looks to Apollo to help him out of his trouble, while 
Menelaus supposes he means to kill himself. 

418 The MS. reading, which Justin also read, is eioi Oeoi, and 
eioiy of is a correction of the later MSS. Perhaps the original 
reading was eici y’ ot Oeot. Compare Jph. A. 1035, where y’ 
seems similarly to have dropped out, leading to eici 6eoi. I 
believe, however, this verse and 417 are interpolated. 418 is. 
every bit as blasphemous as the verse in the Melanippe, which 
Euripides was compelled to alter, and has I think been imitated 
from it, not to speak of the almost equally scandalous character 
of 417. Moreover 419 seems to answer properly and directly to 
416, and 420 supplies quite as much blasphemy as the audience 
were likely to put up with. Euripides has certainly not scrupled 
to indicate his own opinion of Phoebus’ conduct in commanding 
Orestes to kill his mother in Electra 1245, 1246, which have 
probably suggested 417, but he does so there with decency and 
moderation. 

425, 426 I also regard as interpolated. 421-423 is a re- 
petition of what we find in 403, 404 and very little to the 
purpose here. 424 is clearly corrupt. I would read: ov codis, 
dAnOns 8 és pirovs: ov dys xaxas, the MS. reading being épus 
xaxos. But this verse has absolutely no sense where it stands, 
however you may read it. I think it was a substitute for the 
blasphemous verse 418, and that the composer of it altered in 
417, xai ras dixns, to ov 8 ov codds. On this hypothesis it would 
be an apt and pertinent reply to 417. Being written on the 
margin it was unskilfully inserted after 423, because the other 
interpolator had assigned two successive verses (423, 425) to 
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at here after dray contra metrum. I would read: ds Gre pe 
voaos | avy’ x.r.A., regarding pavias, which is the MS. reading, 
as an explanation. ds for yap, as is usual after an imperative. 

241 I would read: qe ye MevédXews. ye, though by no means 
indispensable, gives point and force to the answer. 

248 For ddoyov I would read ety. 

249 I see no objection to rév Wdyov, which is justified and 
illustrated by Electra 1039. . 

255-257 Though in the Iepi “Ywous these three verses read 
together, I am of opinion that 257 should be removed from here 
and read after 260 in the place of 261, which savours strongly 
of interpolation. ‘xat’ may véry well have dropped out in that 
author, and the very circumstance that he quotes the verses 
together may have led to 257 having been placed after 256, and 
supplied where it originally stood by 261. It is evident Orestes 
should speak only two verses: to expel the verse is inadmissible, 
for it is too manifestly genuine, even independent of the 
authority of the author of the Ilepi"Yyous. It seems to me that 
placed after 260 it comes in quite naturally and with much force 
and effect. 

271 In assigning this verse to Electra the MSS. of course 
intended a question to which 272 is the answer. But it is clear 
that it belongs to Orestes. 

286 can I think be properly corrected by reading épyp’ és for 
€pyov. 

292, 293 I do not think these verses are interpolated, but 
they need emendation. I would read: ei pr’ éxetvos 43’ avaBré- 
wew daos | EweAd’, éyw re rordd’ éxrAjoew xaxd. I suspect it was 
disappearance of 43’ led to what we read. 

-298 icyvawe is a medical word. I should prefer to read 
‘rapapvOove for zapupvbod 6’. 

366 I would read: Mevédews mpoxetrat. mpoxetra: is clearly 
the more appropriate word of the two. 

393 I should prefer Aéywr, so as to take dedod absolutely. 

405, 406 I suspect these verses, The enquiry seems neither 
natural nor to the purpose here, 

409, 410 I regard these verses as interpolated. The words 
<iraidevra—aAé€yew in 410 seem to me enough to condemn them, 

I 


MS. reading is éyévero pyrépa xravdév, showing that pyrépa is an 
explanation. 


526-529 I regard as interpolated, and suggested by Choeph. 
896-898, while in 531 I would read picotct vv Geor, and river. 


5384-538 ds ovy dy cidps in 534 does not seem to connect well 
with what follows to the end of 537, and the words rotow— yOovds 
(534-537) appear to be made up from 624-626 and interpolated. 
I would read then 534-538 thus: as otv dy ecidjs, Mevédeus, 
Gavotca’ éun | Ovydrnp expagev evdux’, 0bd° dpvjcouaz. It may be 
observed too that the ferocity, which is out of place here, is 
quite appropriate in 624-626, where Tyndarus, who like all 
old men is impatient of contradiction, has been roused to fury by 
Orestes’ defence. Note too that while here he carefully refrains 
from looking at Orestes or addressing him, his anger makes him 
forget himself in the speech beginning with 607, and he attacks 
him directly. | 


545 The MS. reading is: 6rov ce péAAw o7v re x.7.’. I would 
read éq’ olot péeAAw ony dduvycev ppéva. Avmycew an explanation 
of dduvyjcecv. 


546 I am not satisfied with Hermann’s ingenious correction, 
éyoo’, for, éyo 5’. I am disposed to think that 546, 547, are 
interpolated, and intended to be read after 550. This will 
account for the absolutely unmeaning phrase, as it now stands in 
551, do yap avrifes Svotyv. For there will then be two things 
actually opposed to two: impiety and matricide to piety and 
avenging a father’s death. I think then that the original 
reading of 546 was éyw ovv x.7.’., and as regards the expression, 
Svo—Svoiy, in 551, I would replace it by dv0 yap dvribeis oder. 
In 548, 549, too, the repetition, Adyorow, Adyov (the MSS. for, 
Adyov, read, Adyov, and, A¢yev) suggests interpolation. I think 
then we should read 548, 549, thus : dreAOérw 57 yhpas éxrodwv 76 
adv, thus getting rid of ékrAjoow, the sense of which is repeated 
in the next verse by rapBo. 


558 For dpovpa, which I regard as a gloss, I would read, és 
dXdoxa. For, zapadaBoic’, I should prefer, apoc\afovc . 


555, 556 I would read here: éroyodpyv otv rov yévous 
dpxnyérnv | paAXdov p avetvar THs trootdons tTpodds. dvinwt is used 
in the sense of, ‘causing a crop to spring up,’ in Phoenissae 940. 
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Menelaus. As regards 425, 426 they seem to me to be an 
imitation of 419, 420. 

431 Neither Tpote nor Tpodas is satisfactory. I think Tpodas 
is an explanation, and that we should read : Oiag ye, picos eis eu’ 
dvadépwv Tatpos. 

439 The MS. reading being : dre xat cages eireiv éyers I would 
read ri Spavres ; ore Te Kav cadés érerrrety éxors. Seeing that you 
must have something further distinct to say. 

441, 442 I regard these verses as interpolated. 441 seems 
made up from 758, and Aevoiuw wetpdpar, as I have remarked 
where it occurs in 50, is a monstrous expression. 

454 In this verse I would read: as rovvoy’ for dvoxa ydp. ds 
is justified by the preceding imp. avriAd{ov in 453. 

459 I would read: Mevédews, drwAcuecba. Note that the 
anapaest in MevéAae is inadmissible. 

468, 469 The words zrotov —védos in 468 are I believe 
interpolated, and have led to Ad8w in the same verse. I would 
read: Qipar tpocwTw, tpeaBéws Pevywv Kopas. 

471 I would read: Mevédewv ; éyw yap Te x.7.A. éyo appears to 
me to be required while éri is not. Compare Choeph. 87. 


478-480 These words are muttered by Tyndarus to himself 
and not addressed to Menelaus. 


481 I would read: Mevédews ov rpoopbeyye: vw x.7.A. For vw 
I should prefer rd5°. Perhaps indeed we should read: Mevé\eus, 
760 dvociov ov mporpbéyye xdpa; ov may not be necessary, but 
it seems to me more forcible. 

488 I should prefer: wav rov€ dvayxyns SotAov tof’ bv rois 
cogois. Know that the wise are superior to all compulsion. 

491 I would read: zpos rov 8’ dywv ris trav copav He wept; copias 
I regard as a gloss on rav codpav. Thus Iphigeneia (Jph. A. 1214) 
speaks of rax’ éuov copa, which is equivalent to ri dx’ enov codiav. 

496, 497 For these verses I would read in one verse: 
Ovyatpos érei yap’ av’ tm ’Ayapéuvwr éuys. 

501 I would read éccav dé, pyrép’ éxBareiv re Swpdruv, omitting 
502 as interpolated. didxovr’ and éHeiva: are incompatible, and 
something to be opposed to the pév of 500 is required. 


506 I would read: airos xaxiwy éyéverd of dde xravwv. The 
12 
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read, @pvAAoio’ for xai rovf’ in 619. Ever dinning into your ears 
the marriage with Aegisthus, which, as she said, (for that is the 
force of the optative) the infernal gods detested. 


620 xai yap évOus’ jv mxpov. Tyndarus acutely points out 
that it was the connexion with Aegisthus moved Electra rather 
than the murder of her father. The same idea is further worked 
out in the Electra. 


622 I would read d\Ad, MeveAews, coil «7.2. 


632 For MevéAae wot cov, I would read ri cov, MevéAews. ti 
seems to me more appropriate than voc. Compare Electra 561. 
Menelaus does not attempt to go away anywhere, but walks up 
and down with a meditative air. 


640, 641 The Scholiast treats these verses as spurious, but 

we cannot do without Adyow’ av dy, and these words at least 
appear to be genuine. There is however certainly interpolation, 
and we might read: A€youw’ dv 75n Kai capa Kdvew rade. 
- 644-652 I regard 644-651 as an interpolation. It is incon- 
sistent with what follows, from which it appears that Orestes did 
not desire any injustice at the hands of Menelaus, but simply 
asked him by one day’s service to repay the ten years during 
which Agamemnon had risked his life for him before Troy. If 
we reject these verses, sense and construction continue quite 
naturally, without there being anything to suggest that some- 
thing has dropped out. The three successive verses beginning 
with trisyllable feet, 646-648, should also be noted. If there 
were only two they would fall under the third rule observed by 
Euripides, but three is a very different matter. In 652 I would 
observe that dwéSoro can hardly be genuine. It does not give the 
sense required, nor is there any other example in Euripides of 
the middle of dzrodiowyt, or indeed of didwyu itself. It would be 
easy to read édwxe, but that would not account for drédoro. I 
suspect then we should read rapéoye of which I regard dédoro 
as an-explanation. It should be noted that dodidopar is used in 
Dem. p. 689 in a sense approaching that, which is required here. 
ov yap avrois dredidovro Thy atrav éAevOepiay Kai peyadoyryiay Tov 
épywv. They did not make away with their own freedom and 
just pride in order to gratify them. 


663 is manifestly interpolated. What has zap$évov paxpov 
xpovov to do here, however appropriate it might be in 721 
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The metaphor is thus continued from 553. This clears up the 
construction, which is confused with the reading, diva. I 
considered that I owed my existence rather to the author of the 
race, than to her who only performed the office of nurse: for so 
I think we must understand, imoordons tpodas. The drofg that. 
“received the seed, and nurtured it, primarily sent up the crop, 
but he who placed the seed there was really the cause of it. 


514 Naturally as I reject 536, (see note on 534-538) so I also 
consider this verse to be interpolated. I have moreover to ob- 
serve that éd’ ols dmenAcis os werpwOnvat pe xp7, seems to me 
neither a very graceful nor a very correct expression. The use 
of zerpwOjva in the sense of ‘ being stoned to death,’ appears 
to me to savour of a later age, and the word is nowhere else so 
used by Euripides. Oavetv werpovpevos, we find indeed, Or. 946, 
and Jon. 1212, and zerpovpevos (Phoen. 1177) in the sense of 
‘being pelted with stones,’ but there is a wide difference between 
these examples, and the use of zerpwOjvar here. Rejecting then — 
564, I would read 565 thus : “EAAdda & aracav ddedGv’ axove dé. 
I suppose Tyndarus shows signs of impatience at this audacious 
boast, which leads to dxove 5é. So in Medea 550, Jason seeing 
Medea is about angrily to interrupt him, checks her with dA)’ 
ex’ qovxos. 

588-590 are certainly interpolated as Dindorf points out, 
and so is 593, as is shown by the mifopuevos of 594. 


.599 Dindorf says : Notandus crasis rarior. We should rather 
note I think that the verse is interpolated. 


600 I should prefer the order: dA’ ds piv elpyacrat a8’ odk 
ev pi A€ye, odxn ev being regarded as one word, and equivalent 
to xax@s. Possibly failure to see this led to the somewhat con- 
fused order we now find. 


612, 613 I think the words eis éxAyrov—éxotcay, are inter- 
polated. Rejecting them we shall get rid of the difficulty in 613, 
which Nauck (see Dindorf’s note) has endeavoured, not in my 
opinion very successfully, to deal with. 613 The MS reading 
is: Oavety éor’ agia. Perhaps we should read: padAov 8 éxeivy 
y’ agia Oavetv o€Mev. Disappearance of y’ would lead to what we 
read. 

617-619 Paley rightly enough regards 618 as interpolated, 
but I think 617 is so too. Lenving out then 617, 618 I would 





737, 738 For eixérws Hermann would read, eixos jv, but I 
think the verses are interpolated. 739 comes in more naturally 
with the first mention of Menelaus, while 738 is I think sug- 
gested by 643, and that for éA@av we should read AaBuv. 


747 I prefer V.’s reading 206, which seems more vigorous 
than @éAw. Moreover no one would alter 0éAw to ofa, but the 
contrary. 

758, 759 Here, though not so absurdly put, is a similar 
interpolation to that which we find at 441, 442, where Menelaus 
gives the same advice in reply to 440, as Pylades does at 759, in 
reply to 756. 


774, 775 It seems to me the words rivos—éAOov are inter- 
polated. Leaving them out then I would punctuate what 
remains thus. OP. elev: és xowdv A€yeey ypy—lIIY. (interrupting 
him) ws épacas évdixa, striking out also the mark of interroga- 
tion after éuavrod in 776. But I suspect euavrod and would 
prefer to read 776 thus: OP. zarpi tipwpdv. ILY. dpa dé py 
AdBuci o’ dopevor. 

782 See Dindorf’s note, who gives excellent reasons for re- 
jecting this verse. But it seems to me 783 is just as much 
interpolated, for it is by remaining that Orestes is to escape the: 
blame of cowardice. 


785 wdvra Tair’ év 6upacw. All this depends on your showing 
yourself. 


789 I would read ye for 8¢ with V. 


848 I think Kirchoff is right in rejecting this verse, and 
noting that the Chr. P. reads dpapyovpevos for decwv, I would 
read 847 thus: Wvyjs adywva opev Spapovpevos rrépt, 2.6. wept Wuyys 
opov. The words then, év o—ypewv (848), would be an amplifica- 
tion of this. 


852 With Paley I reject this verse as spurious. 


863-865 These verses seem to imply that the assembly might. 
either pass a sentence of stoning or death by the sword. But 
stoning was the only possible sentence, though the alternative of 
a voluntary death might be offered, which perhaps is intended, 
though not certainly clearly expressed by 864. I suspect then 
that these verses are interpolated, and one would expect Electra 
to speak two or four verses. 
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674-676 The confused construction of these verses suggests 
something wrong. I would read: & warpés opatme, Tov Kara 
xOoves ra8e | Sogal’ dxovev, cat léyew ayo A€yw. I would observe 
too that Oetos (uncle) does not seem to be a tragic word, and the 
only other verse in which it occurs (Zph. 7. 940) is in my opinion 
interpolated. 

694, 695 These verses as they stand interrupt the proper 
sequence of thought, which requires 696 to follow 693 immedi- | 
ately. Also in 695 the word required is, duvapeou, not, révorow. 
695 then is I think certainly interpolated, but we might possibly 
read 694 parenthetically between 691 and 692. The better 
course however to my mind is to reject both verses. 


702, 708 I regard with much suspicion. 


704, 705 The reading in the text is derived from a yp. (see 
Dindorf’s note), ze. from an ancient conjecture, as I believe. 
The MS. reading is: éAOav 5& Tuvddpedv (V. C. TuvSdpew) ré coe 
(C. coi ré (sic)) wepagoua. Here the readings, Tuvddpew, contra 
sensum, and, of re, contra metrum, are noticeable. I think we 
should read: éA@ov 8€, ovv ye Tuvddpew, reipdoopar | metoar Tov 
6xAov x.r.A. The sense then will be: I will go then and try to 
persuade the multitude, along with Tyndarus however. Menelaus 
thus introduces a condition, which he well knows is likely to 
make his promise of no effect. ‘Tyndarus must first be induced 
to act with him ; Tyndarus, as might be expected, proving unper- 
suadable, Menelaus keeps out of the way altogether, as Orestes 
afterwards tells us (1058). I think then that ovv ye was cor- 
rupted to, cot re, and this being understood to mean coi Te 
Tuvddped re, led to coi re being placed after Tuvddpew, and this 
in turn to, Tuvddpeay ré cor, and wodAw re. In 876, at the 
word wé\w, M. has yp. dxdkov. No satisfactory meaning can 
be got out of the words, r@ Aiav xpyoOar xadads. I would read 
then: r@ diay xa\dv xdAws. This being corrupted to, xadav 
xaos, led to some corrector reading ypyjofa. My reading is I 
think confirmed by 706, 707, which however I regard as an 
interpolation. 

729-783 According to the usual practice Pylades should 
introduce the stichomythia with three verses at the most. In 
730, 731, the words, rov—oadis, and, ds—airixa, are, I think 
interpolated, and I would read the verses thus: ¢vAXoyov woAews 
-axovoas éxi oé cvyyovev Te anv, and I would also reject 733. 
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1038 See Dindorf’s note, and observe what ancient correctors 
were capable of, and what famous grammarians could approve. 
But the anapaest in ’Ayapéuvovos makes ry inadmissible. Per- . 
haps we should read: 768 ’Ayapeépvovos réxos. 


1046 Plainly for, ris o7js ddeAdijs, we should read, ris ovy- 
yeveias. ddeAdys arose from an explanation ddeXkdoryros, which 
was sense and metre, but not Attic. Hence the correction. 


1049-1051 I regard as interpolated. Orestes should only 
speak two verses. 


1056, 1057 I would read : otix eff’ ixép cod, orovddcas 76 py 
Gavety | MevéAews dp 6 xaxds, 6 mpoddtys rotpod zatpdés. Electra 
gathers from what Orestes has just said that Menelaus had failed 
him, which produces this characteristically savage outburst. 
There should then be no mark of interrogation. I believe, 
orovony éxwv, in 1056, has arisen from an explanation, orovdnv 
éxuv was py Odvors, and in fact Nauck would read @avos. The 
éxwv that follows with unpleasing effect in 1058, seems to me a 
confirmation of my theory as to oovdyv éxwyv. 


1063 I would read ¢dcyavov with Hartung (see Dindorf’s 
note). 


1078-1081 I believe these and all other verses relating to a 
marriage between Pylades and Electra are spurious. This does 
not appear from these verses taken by themselves, but will in 
my opinion result from what follows. 


1087 I would read: pi awvetpa 8 aibyp, for, py Aapmpos 
aidnp. 
1090 is I think interpolated. It unduly parts, cvyxaréxravor, 


and cuvOaveir. 


1092 The unmetrical character of this verse in the MSS. 
seems to me to show it is interpolated, for they read, 7s Aéxos 
érpveoa, and the y' which is placed after Aéxos is clearly a cor- 
rection, nor does it seem likely that y' would drop out between 
Aé€xos and éxyveca. I would reject it then and read 1091-1093 
thus: det fvvOavev p otv, ti yap ép® Kaddv wore x.t.A. Inde- 
pendent of what regards the mention of Electra as the future 
wife of Pylades, which I believe to be contrary to the mind of 
Kuripides, the direct mention of Electra in the words, xat 
T° Gpov (1091) sins against the ancient rules of propriety. 
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890-892 In 891 Valckenaer would read xaAds for xadots, but 
there seems to be more the matter with the passage than this. 
watépa (890) is hardly to the purpose. I would read: d:ydpuv6’- 
ddeAdov pev cov éxraydovpepuos, | GAA’ ovK erawav Gre xatotain 
vopuous «.7.A., leaving out the rest. This seems to justify per- 
fectly the expression, d:xd4v6a, which the text as it stands hardly 
does. 


904. See Dindorf’s note, which leads me to regard this verse. 
as interpolated. We can do very well without it. 


919, 920 I should prefer to read in one verse: airoupyds 
dyopas GAtyaxis xpatvwy KvKAor. 


922 is I suspect interpolated. 


936-941 936, 937, both ending with ypewy, and the repeti- 
tion of the same idea in, ov dOavorr’ av Ere Ovyoxovres (936, 937), 
and, xov dbavo Ovyoxwv ris dv (941), are certain signs of inter- 
polation. I would read then, 935-940, thus: éxrewa pyrép’, et. 
d¢ 57) xrevetré ye, leaving out the rest. It seems likely that 938 
was meant to be inserted after 940. The large number of verses 
justly rejected by Dindorf shows how this fjois has been tam- 
pered with. 


944, 945 Here I should prefer to read in one verse: vuxg 8’ - 


a U4 , “a 
ds ele oUyyovoy o€ TE KTavely. 


959 There is surely something wrong with this verse, which 
does not harmonize with the, d¢@@oyyos «l, of the verse before. 
I would read: otk és orevaypots Kat ydous dvadpapel; ovx may 
have been corrupted to eis, leading to as. Perhaps too in 957, 
we should read, ri cvvypedés, for, as Evvnpedes. 

1024 is assuredly spurious. It is one of the many instances 
of interpolation to supply the aposiopesis after ouus. 


1026 péra should not be changed to pérov, but the mark of 
interrogation should be placed after cw in 1025, and re- 
moved here. 


. 1029, 1030 -zodrpov, OBavarov, seem to be tautological. I 
would suggest: & pédcos nBys ons, xaciyvytov xdpa, | rérpou 7’ 
awpov K.T.A. 


1031, 1032 I should prefer, wepiBadoto’ in 1301, and, 
wopOpev’ és 0’, in 1032. 


should observe that duxéwy wodw in 1209 simply means Phocis. 
On this use of wéAs for country, see Strabo, p. 356, where he 
quotes Sophocles : mé\s 5¢ Muodv Mvoia rpocryopos. So too in 
Bacchae 58 réds Ppvyov is used for Phrygia. 


1225, 1226 I would read, xadd, with Cobet, for, cadet in 
1225, and éuot Seoueva, in 1226, for, rots Seouevoror. Dindorf has 
this note on Cobet’s xaAw: quod praestat quum zdoxw sequatur. 
On the same principal éuoi seems to me to be required. 


1236 Ido not doubt that the original reading here was, éyw 
5€ y’ éreBovAevoa, ey having dropped out before ez, for M.A.C. 
read, éyw § éreBovAevoa, while érexéAevoa is clearly borrowed 
from #/.1224. I believe however 1236 is interpolated and also. 
nvdapnv 8 éyo gihous in 1235, which too is taken from £/. 1226, 
and I would read in their place, do 8 €Avo’ éxvov o° éyw, assign- 
ing the words however to Electra instead of Pylades. I am 
disposed to reject 1238 also, and I suspect 1244; while 1245 is 
of course spurious as Nauck has pointed out. I do not think 
that Pylades has any place in the dialogue between Orestes and 
Electra (1235-1239) which I would read thus: OP. éxreva. 
pyrép’. HA. dad 8 Avo’ dxvov o éyo. OP. coi, marep, apiywv. 
HA. ovd’ éyo mpovdwxa oe. OP. daxpvous Kxatacrévdéw o’. HA. 
éya 8 oixrowt ye. In 1239 I should prefer, ofkrowtxard a’ éorec . 

HA. éyw 5 daxpvors. All the other verbs are in the aorist. 


1301 I would read ré6vnxa, MevéAews, but the verse may very 
well be interpolated. 1296 would suffice, and wapov hardly 
seems appropriate. 


1323-1325 There seems to be much interpolation in the 
words d\Ad—Bonv. I would read: eiwé 88, | riv’ év Sddpotor 
TnrA0bev krAvw Bory ; 

1337-1342. 13837-1339, is a feeble anticipation of what is 
far more forcibly expressed in what follows. In 1342 éyw 8 
Hyjoopat is suspicious, for the sense would require épewoua. As 
Hermione hurries into the house Electra calls to those within. 
Orestes and Pylades appear in the doorway and drag Hermione. 
into the house as she starts back on seeing them. Electra then 
advances to the entrance from which she addresses 1349-1352 to 
Orestes and Pylades, and then goes in herself. I would read 
then 1340-1342 thus: otkretpov qpas, nas dyava Sedp’ 16. Also- 
in 1851 I would read, MevéAews 6Oovver’ for, MeveAaos ovver’. 
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whom Orestes let go. 
1564-1566 are manifestly spurious. 


1568 and 1570 I believe to be interpolated. For what need 
is there for Orestes to point out whom he is addressing, while 
1570 is a perfectly idle and frigid explanation. But I think 
the interpolator wrote Mevé\ewy A€yw révd’ in 1568, for here 
rov®’ is manifestly required by tragic usage. 

1590, 1592 are shown to be interpolated by the dvyys of 
1593. 


1598 Heiland and Nauck are certainly right in rejecting 
this verse, which is condemned by its being divided between 
Orestes and Menelaus, while followed by a complete verse spoken 
by Orestes. éo7rat rad’, should however be transferred from it to. 
1599, and oiya vuv, struck out. 


1608, 1609 Nauck has justly observed that the sense in 1608 
requires dzapeis. But the point is very poor. I rather think 
there is interpolation, and that we should read in one verse thus : 
ME. GAX’ od Ovyarépa pov xreveis. OP. Wevdns épus. Menelaus 
taking up Orestes’ words says in effect: My daughter is not one 
of the xaxai and you shall not slay her. 


1619, 1620 The repetition of rdSe seems to show that these 
verses are interpolated, and so too, I believe are 1623, 1624. 
Just as Electra is about to set fire to the house, and Menelaus is. 
calling the Argives to the rescue, comes the dignus vindice nodus, 
and Apollo appears. 


1625 For Mevé\ae zatoa, I would read MevdAews éxicyes. 


1629-1652 This passage is so encumbered with interpolations. 
that I will give what to my mind appears to be genuine consecu- 
tively. “EXevny pev, jv ov StorAécat tpdbvpos dv | nuapres, ef€owca, 
Karo pacyavov | Tod cod KeAevoGeis Hpwac’ éx Atos ratpds’ | Zyvos 
yap ovcav fav vw ddOirov yxpedv, | Kdoropi re TloAvdevcy 1’ &v 
aifépos mruxais | €ivOaxos Eorat, vavriros awryptos. | Ta pev Kad’ 
"EAévnv &0 exe oe 8 ad yxpewv | eADdv7’, Opéora, tHv ’AOnvaiwy 
wodw, | dixnvy trocxeiv aiparos pytpoxtovov | Eipénoe tpiocais, 

évOa, vixjoai oe xp7. a 


1630-1632 sopyyv—cdbev. This passage seems condemned by 
its style, and it involves the appearance of Helen above the stage 
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1506 The best MSS. read rédevyev éx ddpwv roipoy gidos. I 
think we should read redevyus éfedu roipov gigpos. I regard 
x Sopwv as an explanation, which expelled ééédv, and caused 
medhevyws to be changed to rédevye. 

1517-1519. 1518 would seem more naturally to precede 
1519, than to follow it. I think it is interpolated, and also, 
-wéXas—dovov, in 1519, and consequently, 1520, 1521, as well. 
In 1517, I would read: ryv éunv yoyny xatwpoo’, amexe do-yavov 
6¢ av. So read 1517 is well answered by 1522. 

1531-1534 The inconsistencies of this passage point to 
interpolation. Orestes has just prevented the Phrygian raising 
an alarm, for fear it should bring the Argivestothe rescue. He 
is afraid of the Argives, but not of Menelaus alone. If however 
he were to come along with the Argives, Orestes’ device would 
probably fail ; for they would storm the house, without regarding 
Menelaus’ remonstrances. What he hopes then to do is to force 
Menelaus to intercede with the people to pardon him, by 
threatening to slay Hermione if he refuses. Therefore, «i yap 
*Apyelous érdge, must be wrong. What proper sense too can be 
got out of such a phrase, as, dvaAaBely gow gipovst It must be 
intended to mean, to receive him within reach of his or my sword. 
But that is not 2 meaning dva\aPeiv will bear. There is no 
analogy between such a phrase as this, and what we read in 
Plato Zp. vii. 329 D., and indeed this is the only instance of 
dvadaBetv used in the sense of ‘receive’ by a good author, 
adduced by Lid. and Scott, assuming the Fpisile to be genuine, as 
I am disposed to think itis. Holding then the passage, dvaAaBeiv 
—)aBdv (1531-1533) to be interpolated, and also, rov—dudxwy, in 
1534, I would read 1531-1534 thus: MevédAews & ov rapBos 
€\Oav, xav pe py owfew Ory. I am not afraid of Menelaus, should 
he come, and if he does not choose to save me, etc. 


1535 I regard as interpolated though it would be easy to read 
-ptdov te for HvAddynv, which involves an inadmissible dactyl. The 
case of Iph. A. 883 is not parallel, for there the dactyl is con- 
tained in one word, nor could ‘I¢ryéveay be got into a trochaic 
at all without it. 


1554-1560 I regard as an interpolation. Menelaus hurrying 
on to the the stage in great agitation, would not waste his time in 
this frigid preamble, but would at once endeavour to make his 
way into the house. ddAd\ad (1562) sufficiently shows he has 
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74 Understanding dd\Adooovr’ (73) as dAddooorre, I would 
read here: ézei 5’ dd¢ Lvyous. This corrupted to éei dé led to the 
intrusion of ézé. 

97 which is repeated in 143, and 98, are certainly 
interpolated. 

144 seems to be a mere repetition of 142, and is I believe 
interpolated. 

173 The form ‘Apdidpaos is just as inadmissible in iambics 
and trochaics as MevéAaos. Note that V. reads “Apdudpews, 
contra metrum. I would read then ’Audidpews pev. (’Apdudpews 
quadrisyllable.) The copyists have precisely the same objection 
to “Audidpews (quadrisyllable) as they have to MevéAcws (tri- 
syllable). Compare Suppl. 158, where Dindorf has this note: 
ye delevit m. sec. in P. 

193-195 I think there is interpolation here, and that the 
words, dv éxpyfes eioetv (195) have got into the text from an 
explanation. I would read: & réxvov, 2oBa Sapa, cared} 7dOov | 
és Tépyv AGEs, wapHevacre pipve cois. 

274, 275 There is certainly interpolation here. What possible 
connexion can there be between the altars to which Polynices | 
might flee for refuge, and the fact that the royal palace had a 
number of women standing in front of it, for that is clearly what 
is meant by, ovx épyuat I think the two verses should be read 
in one, thus: dA’ éyyus dpa Kxoik Epyyo. Sdpara. 





289 is I suspect interpolated. 


361-363 I would read: répBe St py ts po ex Kacvyvyrou 
xtavyn | SdAos, Eupypn x.7.A. Lid. and Scott’s attempt (8.v. ovrws) 
to defend the MS. reading in 361, seems to me eminently 
unsatisfactory. The MS. reading of 361 seems to have arisen 
from an explanation of rapBet, és poBov aduxcpevos. The inter- 
polator wished to write otrw dé rdpBe, but had to substitute 
tapBovs metri gratia. 

368 I should prefer xpdvw y' iddv. ye because, xpdovw dav, 
gives the reason why he came zodAvdaxpus. y’ disappearing 
before t led to ypdvtos. 

373 I should prefer to read this verse thus: ddd’, é« yap 
ddyouvs dAyos ad ’xovcdy o” dpa, rejecting 374, for the words, 
oipor— kaxGv, seem to me interpolated. 
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beside Apollo, contrary as I hold to the mind of Euripides, how- 
ever the play may have been modified after his death. 


1638-1642 xrijca: AaBwv (1638) is addressed to Menelaus in 
sense but in construction to Orestes, while érei—zAnpwparos 
(1639-1642) is an idle interpolation, of a kind common in such 
speeches as the one before us, and so is 1645-1647. So too 
Geoi—toicovo’ (1650-1652) has every appearance of an interpo- 
lation. Note that év@a in 1652 really refers to dicnv in 1649, 
not to yydov in 1652. . 


1653-1659 Here besides style and matter, which point to 
interpolation, note NeorrcAcuos as a word of five syllables, with 
an inadmissible anapaest. 


1668-1677 This whole passage seems to me interpolated. 
1668, 1669 are made up from £/. 979, and if 1653-1659 is 
an interpolation, so also must be 1671, 1672; 1675-1677, and if 
1630-1632, so also 1673, 1674, which is clearly addressed to the 
supposed Helen above the stage. Note too the sulky, reiOerOar 
xpewv, of 1679, which is quite inconsistent with 1675-1677. 


1680-1681 orévSopa:—feoricpacw, seems to me manifestly 
interpolated. But I think the interpolator wrote Mevé\ew re, 
not MevéAae. In 1680 I would read kaya tovodros, reiBouat te vois 
Adyots, which I restore here from 1670, where as I believe it 
originally stood, till it was displaced by the interpolator. 
Observe that there is no real reconciliation, but only an apparent 
one in obedience to Apollo. The men neither address, nor look 
at each other. Menelaus who has got the worst of the bargain, 
and is disappointed of the expected possession of Aeges, naturally 
hates Orestes from the bottom of his heart. 
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14 I would suggest that this verse originally was: fv obtos 
évdov xpdvia, Aéxtpa Tay. Exwv, and that év Sdpacw, arose from an 
explanation of évdov, 

47-50 The repetition A€xy, A€éxtpa (47, 49), is displeasing and 
suspicious. I would read 49, 50 thus: rovrw fyvdwew Zuabe 5° 
ov tixy Twi | aivyp’ éuds mais Shryyds Oidirouvs porwr. I 
connect, rixy Twi, with, porwr. 


4.56 I suspect the repetition of elcopas. I would read then: 
Topydvos, ddeAdov dAAG Setp’ yxovra cov. 

473, 474 The words Swuarwv—rovd, are I believe inter- 
polated. It will be found that the sense is in no way affected, 
but rather improved by their removal, and they interrupt the 
flow of the discourse. If we leave them out, and 480 with 
Dindorf, and 523 in Eteocles’ speech as I propose to do, 
Polynices and Eteocles will speak the same number of verses, 
which, as Dindorf points out, results from omitting 480. 


504 Plutarch’s reading #A‘ov has all the appearance of a 
guess, but what we find here cannot be right. I would suggest : 
aldépa r av EXOou’ dorépwv 7 eis dvrdAas. What we read may 
have arisen from r’ disappearing after the vy of dorépwv. 


516, 517 The Scholiast correctly explains: égapei, by 
xatopOoi, an explanation confirmed by the passages of Plutarch and 
Julian referred to by Dindorf. See however Preface pp. xviii, xix. 


519, 520 It is plain that éxeivo after pebyooua: cannot be 
right, also that SovAeioa:, the reading of the recentes plerique, 
as Dindorf tells us, is a mere conjecture, and that the true read- 
ing is SovAevow. I would read then in 519 : éxetvo & oby Exovciws 
pebeis, and Sovrevow in 520. The expl. ody éxwv expelled éxovciws, 
and led to peOyjoouat, while dovAevow remained. 


523 seems superfluous after 520, and to weaken the fire and 
spirit of this splendid peroration, not to speak of the tupavvides 
in 524, after the rvpavvida here. I therefore reject it. 


548 As the best MSS, read dwovetor, I would read here xat 


7g) 9 A a \ wm» 
700 atroverpat. TOE, TO ior. 


560-562 There is surely interpolation and confusion here. 
I would read, omitting 562, thus: wdrepa rupavveiy Kai modAWw 
cooat Gédes ; | épets' Aavaidav Hv 5é vixjoy Sopu «.t.A. Reading 
thus, two questions are combined in one, which is what Jocasta 
says she means to do. As the text stands they are separate. 
épets, you will say yes. The style of 562 is enough to condemn 
it, and what can be more offensive than ode at the end of 561 
followed by rodeat the end of 563% There is too a certain tact 
in Jocasta not suggesting that Polynices might defeat him, which 
would infuriate Eteocles, but the Argives. 


569-570 Example of Rule 3. Compare Suppl. 556, 557. 
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- 381 diwa: not dica is certainly the true reading. Each 
then has his own part; Jocasta bears unlawfully, Oedipus 
marries, Polynices is born, calamitously. 

- 391 exer seems to me the better reading, as also, drov, for, 
add’ és, in 395. 

398, 399 appear to me to be interpolated. They only repeat 
in another form, what was said in 396, 397. 

409, 410 Verses which have to be read out of their place are 
generally interpolated, or at any rate the dislocation arises from 
interpolation. Rejecting then 409, 410, I would, borrowing how- 
ever from 410, read 408 thus: os & AOes “Apyos, rive tpore 
‘axeBes A€xos 5 

417 I should prefer: xar’ érjAev, as Nauck reads. 


434, The MS. reading is, roxedow, and the Scholiast’s reading, 
éxovotv, is evidently a mere guess, and has no business in the 
text. I would read orvyoiai p’. orvyotci »’ might easily be cor- 
rupted to roxetow by disappearance of o after the ¢ of diArdross. 

448-449 I am unable to see that the abrupt exclamations ri 
xem Spay; and, dpyérw 54 tis Adyov, convey any satisfactory 
meaning. Nothing can be more confused than the words, os 
dudi—zddy (448, 449), and in fact woAw is so clearly wrong 
that C. leaves it out in defiance of the metre. ¢vvwpis too may 
be a very good word in itself, but why should the divisions be 
disposed in pairs? I would read 446-449, thus: pijrep, rape, 
THv xapw S€é cot dors, | tracowv Adxous éexécxov, ws KAVOURi Tov 
x.T.A. Eteocles says it is only from regard to his mother that 
he consented to interrupt his military dispositions. 


450, 451 Here the word, BpaBeias, which does not seem to 
occur elsewhere in tragedy, nor in any author of good repute, is 
suspicious. So too the explanation of the Scholiast of cicedégw 
(dvri tov ciow éd€fw) in 451, is the only possible one, but the 
construction is to say the least a strange one, and the example 
he adduces does not apply, while if we so understand ecicedégw, 
pode is superfluous. I would read the two verses thus: éq’ ols 
éreras TOVO wrda7ovdov pode. Eteocles wishes to know, what 
prospect of reconciliation Jocasta has held out to Polynices to 
induce him to cOme, and therefore what terms he is to be asked 
to accept. Compare 273, where Polynices says that his mother, 


éxregev troamovoov poXEtv, 


K 
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read ; TIO. otxért ods ely’. 10. és ra rodAd y’ dOAia wépur’ eyo. 
mais I suppose was an explanation. For és ra woAAd, comp. és Ta 
mavra Bacch. 316, 

632 The strange combination of #Awces, and Gedy dydApara, 
suggests that this verse is spurious. 


686 I would read: eA: worews, e616. xadpas, being the reading 
of M. V. A. B.C. I observe that at Ant. 187, Dindorf has this 
note: yGovds. méAews & Manu prima superscriptum. 


_ 690, 691 The words riv Mevorxéws, and ddeAdhdov—éuijs, are, I 
think, interpolated. I would read: ofros od yxwpe, xai Kpéovra 
Setp’ dye. _ 

697-699 There seems to be much interpolation here. I would 
read: dvag, érn\Bov cov Séuas Onpdpevos, leaving out the rest. 
Before Creon can finish what he was about to say Eteocles inter- 
rupts him. | 

703-706 As according to the usual practice Creon should 
speak three verses at the most in introducing the stichomythia, it 
seems probable that 705, though a very good verse in itself, is 
interpolated. 

710, 711 Of course as Dindorf points out Creon can only 
speak one verse, I would read: dzAots of’ édiéev dyot Kadpeiwy 
awoAw. %12 seems to show that, Kadmeiwv roAw, must be retained 
here. 7 , 

717 If we do not read “Apyos simply with all the MSS. except 
M. A., I should prefer y’ “Apyos. 

744, 745 are interpolated. 746 answers properly to 743, 
and there can be no question of two commanders, but in 743 I 
would read: Adxwvs dpvvew Texéwv tpocap Paces. 

748-750 How in the name of common sense is a man to go 
to a place, where he is already? I would read these verses thus: 
éorat T45° Exra pds TVAGLoW ws A€yes, | Taw Aoxdyous woAEpiow 
avrideis. 


751, 752 I believe to be interpolated. 


768-770. 769 is, I believe, interpolated, but no good sense 
can be got out of AaBdvra in 770, which one would think should 
be, agovra. I would read then in 770; AaBwv, dfovra dedpd wv 
meno, Kpéov. Tetpeciav I suppose got into the text as an expl. 
of wy. 
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572 M. V. read 5% for dSepds. This, suggests that we should 
read: pds OeOv tporeia ras ot 67 orjoes dyw. The explanation 
dvacryceas getting into the text led to ot 57 being placed after 
it, when ot disappeared and 6; only remained. 

574-577 The state of 574 clearly shows that there is some- 
thing wrong. Regarding then 573 as interpolated, the idea of 


which is the same as that of Or. 1602, I would read 574-577 . 


thus : 7, oxtAa, ypawes, Geotor ToAvveixyns rade | OnBas EXov EOyke ; 
_pirror’, & réxvov, | rowvde cot yévour’ év“EAAnow xAéos. Thus the 
passage without the intervention of 573 naturally connects with 
572, and we get rid of the strangely confused construction of 
574. It should be noted that xai, not xds, is the MS. reading in 
574, and in 577 the best MSS. have yévol’ id’ “EAAjvev.  yévorr’ 
éy was then corrupted to yévor’ dv, and id’ “EAAnvwy was an ex- 
planation of “EAAnow, regarded as the instr. dat. 

596 The MS. reading being BéByxas, I would read: éyyis, od 
apoow BéByxas, as xépas Aevooew éuds. You are near enough 
to see the hands of ‘the man who will do so. This seems to me 
confirmed by the eicopa, of 597. 


607 I would read with Blomfield : rarpidos éfeAavvoperOa. 


608 It is all very well to drop out of (the best MSS. have of 
ye) but we cannot do without it. I would read: TO. déccig, 
Geoi, on ye. ET. py tots év6dd’ dvaxdAe Oeovs. As Polynices 
speaks he turns towards those altars of the gods he mentions in 
367. The intrusion of Muxjvacs has arisen, as other interpolations 
have arisen, from failure to conceive the situation as presented on 
the stage. 

609 This and Jon 1254 are, I believe the only instances of a 
tribrach in the 7th place, both with the same word, wrod€guuos. I 
would read here dvoper7s, and in the Jon éyOpovts éuovs. The 
rarity of the construction with the genitive may have led here to 
arovéuwos. Compare Soph. Ant. 187. 

612 The MS. reading being od Oeyircv, I would read: ov ce 
Geperov. 

614, 615 I do not see to what purpose the words: cé 8 aiva, 
Prep, come in, and the MS, reading, @eps, in 615, points to 
something wrong. I would read: TIO. elu, py move, warépa dé 
dds BAérav. ET. ovx ay rixots. 

619 Here the best MSS. read wo\Ad y.. I think we should 
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Svo'ptAaxr’ alre: xaxd, is- intended to mean, you ask to be de- 
livered from inevitable evils, 

965-967 are to my mind interpolated, but 967 is corrupt as 
well. I would read: py p’ eddAoyeirw ris réxva. xreivovt’ éud. 

971 dxddAacra can hardly be right. Perhaps we should read, 
uréXeora, unless indeed the verse is interpolated. 


983 The words that follow in 984 adoumimos 6 Saiywv, ‘the 
deity will conduct you,’ show I think that we should read here: 
KP. éyvws. ME. ci 8% ’reer’ epupd prow yevjoetar; The MS. 
reading is ri dr’; Supposing me to be at Dodona, what is to be 
my next refuge? 


986 «& is for ydp. 
988 is I suspect interpolated. 


* 989 I would read: zpooryopycas cut nai cdow Biov. There 
ean be no connexion between Menoeceus taking leave of Jocasta, 
and his departing to save his life, which would be the sense of 
the text as it stands. It was falsely connecting e«fuc with 
mpooyyopyaas which led to mpocnyopyowv and awowv, which is 
read in the best MSS. The correction cwow of the inferior 
MSS. does not get rid of the difficulty. 


999 Certainly we should read: «i piv Oerpdrwv obrAcVOepor (ot 
thetiepor). Corruption of this to éAevHepou led to ei being changed 
‘to ol.» 


1000, and 1002, both seem to me to be steele 

1008 A full stop should be pieced at the end of this verse. 
pain 1006 is equivalent to od yd, which has led to V. reading, 
Ov pd. 

1009 is certainly interpolated. The interpolator has either 
taken into his head that the dragon’s den, and the battlements 
of Thebes are identical, or he has mixed up two forms of the 
legend. Rejecting it then I would read 1010, 1011 thus: He 


ovy Spdxovtos onxov és pedapBabh, | ia aa 7 euavrov pavtis ov 
’Enyjoaro «.7.X. 


1012 It seems to me Menoeceus should leave the stage at 
this verse, and that what follows (1013-1018) is interpolated, 
though borrowed, as I suppose, from some lost play of Euripides. 
vooou (1014) seems hardly applicable to the case before us. 
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778 I should prefer: cot piv rd8* Syitv _— a pooroAot, 
dey K.T.A. 

836 The MS. reading is wredvov not rédov. I think it is a 
gloss on Aetpov, and I would read: és 75 Aeupov iyvos evreio’ éudv. 


840 I should prefer ; Odxois év ipois, évOarep pavrevopat. 


851 The MS. readings are dros and «amos. It seems a 
question whether Hesychius’ gloss, dos, xéparos, is not based on 
a false reading, and a false explanation. Perhaps we should 
read, xamoxdzv’, 6800 xomov ; for xérov seems suggested by «dw in 
852. é«Badov would have arisen there from an expl. éxBare. 
For droxarvw, comp. Il. 22. 467, Reading thus it would be 
necessary to read ovAAdgéas in 850, and ro wvetp’ in 851. 


870, 871 are I suspect interpolated. 


876-879 I think 878 is interpolated, and reading, é« 8 éxvevo’, 
in 876, I would read 879 thus: eis ¢yOo0s 7A@e maclv olow 
Oidizovs. The strange order, rai roto, is I think borrowed 
from 1331, where I would read, rotow Oidirov xépos, regarding 
waciy a8 an explanation. As regards 878 see Dindorf’s note, 
which to my mind offers strong reasons for treating it as 
spurious. | 


880 Here I should prefer, xeivors for, adrots, reading 876-879, 
as I propose. 
884 Itshould surely be, ovyxarackdwe. 


897, 898 I suspect the words, 4 rvxy—éy#, assigned to 
Teiresias are interpolated. I would read the verses thus: KP. 
peivov, Ti pevyes; Kal dpacvov owrnpiav. The words assigned to 
Teiresias seem suggested by 914. 


903-905, 911-914 These interruptions of the stichomythia 
are remarkable, but they should certainly contain each the same 
number of verses. We may then confidently reject the quite 
unnecessary and frigid verse 912, 

916 médvuxe can hardly be right. Perhaps we should read: 
amep y’ €pyoa, and it may be that corruption of y’ édyca to 
aeéguxa led to répuxe. 

923, 924 I believe these verses are interpolated. The tone 
of entreaty in 923 seems inconsistent with Creon’s attitude 
generally, and with the imperious oiya of 925. If 924 were 
genuine I would read aive (see Dindorf’s note), but 1 think, 


(ay ee el, 


whelmed with missiles from the turrets. Anybody however who 
wishes to have a general notion of the idea which underlies the 
many meanings of the word yetcov will do will to consult 
Hesychius. yetcov may in fact be defined as that which rises 
above or projects beyond the general line of a wall or building. 
I will take this opportunity of emending the quotation from the 
Etymologicum Magnum (Arist. Fr. 603) where we read : yeiowors, 
TO THs yns éxOewa. We should read: 1rd ris oréyys ExOeya, the 
projection of the roof, or the eaves. So Hesychius: yefowors, ro 
Tis oreyns EEoxov, showing the sense to be attributod to éexOeua. 


1183-1185 These verses are certainly spurious. I would note 
that the only authority for adevdovaw ih the sense here required, 
is given by Lid. and Scott from that storehouse of bad Greek the 
LXX. Omitting them I would read in 1186: és yh EruyOeis 


gurrupos wimres vexpos. 
1200 The sense seems to require riv & dpeivov’ ci Geol x.7.X. 


1206, 1207 I suspect the words, 79 mdAa—Avzpis, of 
interpolation. 


1214, 1215 are I suspect interpolated, and I would read in 
1216: od kay wrepwrds expvyys mpds aifépa. So read 1216 answers 
much better to 1213, than it does now to 1215. Note that M.V. 
read ye not pe. 


1231, 1232 are I think interpolated. Eteocles would only 
contemplate death or victory. They may have been suggested by 
S.C.7. 636-638. But there Polynices is represented as if living 
only contemplating himself as victorious. 


1229 For airds, I should prefer, od tw. As we read we must 
render with Musgrave, nec vobis periculum remittens. But this 
is hardly satisfactory. 


1241 See Dindorf’s note. On referring to the scholion 
however it appears to me that the a in orparyAdrats should be 
struck out, and that what he means is, that the common reading 
was ozparyAdra (dual), but that some read, orparnAdra. But I 
believe 1241-1243 are spurious. 1241 is condemned by its style, 
and for 1242, 1243, compare 1359-1361, from which they seem to 
be taken. Rejecting them then I would read in 1244, 78 od’ 
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1071 I think this verse is interpolated. The interpolator 
probably supposed Jocasta to be bewailing Menoeceus and there- 
fore inserted it. If it is left out and we omit 1075, as Dindorf 
very properly does (see his note), the messenger and Jocasta 
will each speak four verses. I note that the Oxyrhyncus 
papyrus recognises this verse, though ¢ only is legible. 

1083, 1084 These verses should, I think be read in one 
thus: mpds Gedy A€y’ Et ti y’ olo Oa TloAvveixovs wép. In 1084 A. 
reads péAov for wéAcc and V. C. 700d’ for 168’. 

1086 I should prefer: zis 5 roAdculwv Sdpv. 

1087, 1088 I would reject as interpolated. — 

1090, 1091 Here referring to my note on 1009, I would 
read : érei Kpéovros ais perdvSerov Eidos x.7.A. 

1101 I should prefer: guvpy’ és for Evvjyev. 

1110, 1111 The words, oddy:’ eywy vy dppacw, are clearly: 
interpolated. "Who ever went out to battle with a sheep in his 
chariot? It was very proper Amphiaraus should bring victims 
with him in 173 (though we are not told they were in his 
chariot) for he was about to sacrifice them before the battle, but 
here this already had been done. I would read then (1109, 
1111) omitting 1110: é& 3% Hporiow | ridaow jv 6 partis, ob 
onper éxwv «7.4. Compare 1134, and note that zpoojye occurs 
twice, 1104, 1124. The inadmissible form ’Apdidpaos is due 
then to interpolation. 


1135, 1186 In 1135, éxaAnpdv should be restored, and, 
vépas, read for, ypapy, leaving out 1136. For éxidvats I would 
read xap7jvots. 

1137, 1138 I believe to be interpolated. The hydra might 
be represented on the shield, but not what is described in these 
verses. The interpolator too betrays himself by the inept 
Spaxovres, for the heads of the hydra can not properly be 
expressed in that fashion. 

1144 I would certainly read, ya aos, as M. practically does. 

1158 I would read: ’rdédfewy {eis dro. yeioov can in no way 
be equivalent to Opryxds, and even if it could, the singular would 
be required. 1180 shows what yeioa are. They are the turrets 
that rose above the level of the walls and projected beyond them, 
and where the ladders would necessarily be planted, because if 
placed anywhere else the assailants would be taken in flank, and 
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not have had much fight left in him. Moreover the genitive 
and not the accusative is the proper construction with diiévar in 
this sense. I think we should read : rovd’ éxi orépvors Bia | edijxe 
Aoyxnv x.7.X. TloAvveixouvs I regard as an explanation of rodde 
leading to orépva and that to d:ijxe, for it was clear édijxe could 
not be construed with the accusative. I am not sure however 
whether we ought not to read «dv 1rod’ ddeAdod, for, xav rede 
p0x9y, in 1396. That the spear should be thrust against the 
breast-bone would naturally cause it to break, while it would 
not inflict a deadly wound. 


1429 I can find no example of zpoomirvw in the sense of 
‘arrive,’ in Euripides, and I do not think zpoozimrw occurs in 
that sense except in later authors. Perhaps we should read : 
tdAay éreoritve. This might without much difficulty be 
corrupted to érurirve, and corrected to rpoorirve. There is also 
something displeasing in zpoomirvw shortly occurring again in a 
different sense in 1432. 


1484, 1435 For pacrév Nauck would read pdryy, but the 
words, é6pyve—orévovo’, are manifestly interpolated. 


1442 I would read, és, for, 6, leaving out 8’ before idwr. 
1446 This inept verse is certainly interpolated. 


1454 This verse is clearly spurious, for Eteocles was already 
dead, as appears from 1445. He beckoned to his mother as he 
breathed his last, at 1441. 


1456 Clearly there is something wrong with vexpav, which 
has suggested the correction vexpov in some MSS. LI also strongly 
Suspect, treprabjocac’, which does not seem to be a tragic word at, 
all, but savours of a later age. I think we should read éfaprdcac’ 
éx Oarépov vexpav gidos. By Oarépov vexpav Eteocles is meant, in 
whose side Polynices’ sword was sticking. Compare 1421. Of 
course reading thus, I read, ézpage, for, xdwpage, in 1457. 


1463, 1464 The confusion caused by the, of pév, of dé, of 
these verses leads me to regard them as spurious. I cannot 
think that Euripides would make, oi dé, mean the generals on the 
Theban side in one verse, and the Argives in the next (1465). 
On the other hand if we reject them, the, of 5é, in 1462 are the 
game persons, as they should be, as the, of d¢, in 1465. | 
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1249-1254 The great variety of readings in 1249 points to 
something wrong, and the style of the exhortations addressed to 
Eteocles and Polynices by their friends, makes me doubt their 
genuiness. Rejecting then 1250-1253 altogether, I would read 
1249, 1254, thus: aire ‘Opdovvov wapaxadowvres és pdyny. 


1255-1258 I hardly think these verses can be genuine from 
their character, nor does it seem to me that this is a case, where 
the auspices would be taken. 


1267-1269 These verses are plainly spurious, for Antigone 
is supposed not to know why her mother calls her, which is only 
explained to her in 1272. 


1271-1273 Nauck reads thus: ¢diAots direis. 10. ow xacryv7ro, 
réxvov, | AN. was elzas; 10. aixypuns és awdAnv xabéorarov. Ap- 
proving as I do of this arrangement of the passage (only that I 
can see no reason for changing, aiyunv és pilav, to, aixyns és 
awéAnv) I think he ought to have gone further, and seen that as 
Antigone opens the dialogue with a verse and a half, so Jocasta 
should close it in a like fashion. I read then 1278-1282 thus: 
AN. ri Spica, pyrep ; 10. rpoomirvove’ éuod pera. | érecy’, ererye, 
Ovyarep, ov pedAnréov, omitting the rest. As she utters these 
words Jocasta hurries her daughter away with her. 


1311-1314 The words, #v—iévar (or igvac) (1311, 1312) are 
condemned by their style (iéva: would be contra metrum as well). 
I would read then 1311-1314 thus: orévw Saxpicas, is GAWD’ 
brepOavav | rats 68’ éuds ebyevas piv aviapads 8 enol. ode as the 
body is on the stage. See 1316. 

1322 The reading of the best MSS., Kpéov ééw dduwv, seem to 
point to an original reading : BéByx’ adeAdy 077, Kpéov, Sdpwv arep: 
A similar substitution of ¢fw for drep is to be found in Jph. A. 
1567, where we read, xoAc@v éowbev, the sense clearly requiring 
éfwhev. The original reading then was drepOev, which was re- 
placed by éfw6ev, and then corrected to écwOey metri gratia, 


1331 See note on 879. 


1344 Here I would read: ds xai Saxptcal of’. See note on 
Or. 1122. 


1376 I doubt this verse being rightly rejected. The same 
verse is very properly left out at 755, where xraveiy is a mere 
repetition of éAciy. But that is not the case here. 
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1758-1763 I judge this whole passage, and not merely 
1758, 1759, to be interpolated. These trochaics, so far as I can 


see, have no business here. They appear to be suggested by 
O.R. 1523-1530. 
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1, 2 The words of re—Oeds, in 2, are manifestly interpolated. 
I would read in one verse: 8ds, éoriotye tHade Anuyrep xOoves. 
dds is clearly required. The explanation of rijcde, "EXevoivos, 
(for that is the MS. reading), has, as is not unusual, intruded 
itself into the text, causing interpolation and confusion. 


17 Here the gloss, Oda, has taken the place of xpvya:, which 
-has been well restored by Dindorf. It is a pity that other cor- _ 
rections he inserts in the text are very far from being of this 
character. 


87 Hartung would read ydous for yowv. The fact seems to be 
that the words xai—Opyvovs, are interpolated. I would read 
then 87, 88 thus: rivas yous tavd’ é€ dvaxrdpwv KAvw ; 

94 Here P.’s copy of his and C.’s archetype read jubpov y’ eva, 
from not recognising that a short vowel can be lengthened 
before £. 


106, 107 are I suspect spurious. The position of } in 106 is 
suspicious, and the question has a touch of absurdity, for Adrastus 
is credited with a family of extraordinary dimensions. As regards 
7, in Hec. 1013, it is an emendation, and as I have endeavoured 
to show, a mistaken one. Omitting then 106, 107 I would read 
7HAGev in 108, and rovde in 109. 


111 ydéov. I do not doubt yor stood in P. C.’s archetype, and 
in P.’s copy was ineptly corrected to Adyor. 


112 I believe to be interpolated. It is to be expected that 
Theseus and Adrastus should speak the same number of verses. 


144 For ToAvveixys 6’ dua, I would read 7a OnBayeve. 


158 I do not think the emendation, 76 8€, for ri dé, helps 
matters. I would read, ri wAelov’; Adrastus not liking the 
subject, and unwilling to confess directly that he has disobeyed 
the gods, answers, ‘ What need to say more? I came in any case 
against the advice of Amphiaraus.’ Thus ye has its proper 
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1586-1588 There is I think interpolation here. I would 
read : dxove mais aos yas dpxas edu’ epot, | Aijzovi re Aéxrpoy 
’Avrryowns xopys odeyv. There could be no question which son 
had bequeathed the kingdom to Creon, and the emphatic, éuoi, 
seems required, by the antithesis of what Eteocles had given to 
Creon, and what to Haemon, while, yaper depvas ddovs, comes 
in most awkwardly. 

1597-1599 This passage is full of interpolation. I would 
read: xai Auie yap, wpiy pore és pas, warpos | hovéa p’ Evecbar 
Aogias &éoxwe. The interpolated verse 1596 (rejected by 
Dindorf) no doubt led to, dv, in 1597, which is plainly in- 
consistent with the »’ before éPéomwe in 1598. prrpos éx yovys, in 
1597, is a singularly ungraceful expression, and ayovoy (1598) is 
only found in this sense in //. 3, 40, nor is the case there exactly - 
parallel, and it is tautological besides. In 1599 the fut. not the 
aor. inf. is clearly required. 

1601 The variant, dvodaizova, for, redvxeva, leads me to 
believe that we should read here: xreives pe vopioas éyOpov->® 
taAas €yw, borrowing & raAas éyw from 1599. 

1629, 1630. 1629, I regard as interpolated with the exception 
of the single word 7A0e, and I would read 1630 thus: Ae, 
Bader’ aradov rid’ cpwv e&a xPoves. In Beck’s index I find the 
reading: é«BaAXer’ aradov. 

1639, 1640 The words, év—xaxots, seem to me interpolated. 
It should be noted that the MS. reading is a@Acos, not, aOrAx0r. 
I would read the verses thus: & zdrep, €yo we Twvde Kai oTEevw 
adéov (ravde, trav reOvyxdrwv). Reading thus and as I propose in 
1629, 1630, Antigone will speak five verses to Creon’s ten. 

1653, 1654 I regard as interpolated. Nothing can be more 
awkwardly expressed than 1654, while 1655 perfectly answers 1652. 


1662, 1663 See note on S.C.7. 1047. 

1667 The reading of V., Aourpa vexpa, suggests an original 
reading, Aovrpa twde. 

1676 I should prefer to read for, eScs 10, SeoGe (imp.) omit- 
ting rd. (iSecGe addressed to the same persons as, AdlvoGe, in 
1660.) But I suspect 1675 to 1678 are interpolated, for 1679 
well answers 1674. 


1698, 1699 I believe to be interpolated, as the style of 1699 
suggests. 1700 answers admirably to 1697. 


13% GUM OULI Ls 


strength, and our confidence in our strength convinces us of our 
superior wisdom. 

220 Here I would read becddrow. 87 fvyav. 87 seems evi- 
dently required, for Theseus clearly holds that Adrastus was 
mistaken in his interpretation of the oracle. I regard then, 
PoiBov, as an explanation. As for {vyéy, the word has for it the 
authority of Agatho (ap. Ath. 454 D.) in the passive, in the 
sense of ‘yoked together.’ I will take this opportunity of cor- 
recting the quotation. Inv. 5 we read: éd’ évds re xavdvos Roav 
éfvywpévor Svo. It would be easy to correct there by striking 
out 7oav, but the repetition of é{vywyévor is suspicious, and I 
regard such an anapaest as éq¢’ évds, as inadmissible. I would 
read : xavovos @ évds Em (vydv ous Hoav Svo. Again in v. 6 the 
76 tpirov of the MSS. should be restored and xai struck out, so 
that we should read : orep St 10 rpirov Av TeAevratov wad. Perhaps 
however for, reAevratov, we should read 76 AotoOtov. 


221 Yovrwy is nonsense. I would read éwvrwy with synizesis 
of ew. 

222 For Oodrepo capa, I would read Oodepois alua. alua is far 
more appropriate than caua with Aaprpdv, and OoAepov, and the 
plural OoAepots is justified by the two sons-in-law of different 
families. 

230, 231 C.’s reading Oécdar’ cfr’ is clearly a correction, 
P. reading Oeoddrwv re. I think there is interpolation, and I 
would read the two verses thus: pdvrewy Bia Kat Oeohdrwy Kal 
drwXecas. 


2384-245 I hold to be interpolated from a lost play of Euri- 
pides. 238-245 is quoted by Stobaeus, but the edition of Trin- 
cavelli has only, Evpiridov, without the addition, "Ixeridwv. In 
244, where the reading here, 4 ’v wéow, is decidedly superior to 
H #-€on, In Stobaeus, this may be due to corruption of his text. 
On the other hand the reading of Stobaeus in 245, dom weAc, is 
decidedly superior, and, ra£y wdAts, probably due to the interpo- 
lator. In 244 I should prefer to read y6dva. Comp. Or. 920. 
The copyist’s eye may easily have been caught by zdAus in 245, 
In 244 Stobaeus reads woAw not weAcs. 


248, 249 I think we should read: yxaipwy 6’, ov yap, «i 
BeBovrevoar kaxds | adtds, meLew ory tTUyxynv jpas déov. Corruption 
of, ov yap ei, to, ei yap ov, led as I suppose to the MS reading, 
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force, which it hardly retains if we read 7d 5é€._ I believe zAeiov’ 
was misread, zrAciov, and corrected to ene leading to insertion 
of dé metri gratia. 


171 I would read in the main following P.’s reading (see 
Dindorf’s note) evade 8’ érAnoav éfopor E€vov rdda x.7.X. 


176-192 This long interpolation was no doubt intended to 
supply a lacuna. It seems not improbable that the number of 
verses required was visible, but that they were illegible. 


195 Perhaps we should read: dAAos od dydev fof dprddrAnbels 
Asyw «7.4. * You have as you say urged such an argument on 
others’ (compare [ph. A. 309). Theseus is replying to an argu- 
ment of Adrastus to induce him to help him, which has dis- 
appeared from the text. It was probably to the effect, that as 
misfortune was the common lot of all men, it was a duty to help 
the unfortunate. Theseus replies that the unlucky have for the 
most part themselves to thank for their troubles, rowcde no 
doubt properly applies to what follows, but it may also refer to 
what goes before. dy6ev 7o6’, might have been corrupted to 
57) dvyo’. 

204 I would read: ravry krurene) dover Sods dore yryvooKev 
dra, restoring the MS. reading dore ywooxew. ‘Giving to this 
articulate speech as a messenger, so that we can understand what 
is uttered.’ yAGooay I regard as a variant of Adyov, which ex- 
pelled ravry, and caused Adyoy, to be changed to Ady. I 
would observe that yeywvety in. Hip. 585 cannot be right. I would 
suggest: cadis 8 ovk éywy’ éréyvwv oa. ‘I cannot clearly detect 
what is uitered.’ - . as 

212 There is here nothing to correct. Three forms of divin- 
ation are mentioned. Inspection of the sacrificial fire, and of the 
entrails of victims, and observation of the flight of birds, The 
first of these is alluded to Phoen. 1255-1258, and the other two 
are contained in the verse of Solon: ovre tis oiwvds pucerae ov6’ 
iepa. 

217 There can I think be no question that P.’s yepoiv, and not 
gpeciv, is the true reading. Lid. and Scott render ¢pdvyois, in 
216, pride, to some extent rightly. I would render 216—218 thus: 
‘Our pride of wisdom seeks to be mightier than the gods, while 
exulting in our strength we think ourselves wiser than the 
deities.’ Our pride in our wisdom gives us confidence in our 
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strength, and our confidence in our strength convinces us of our 
superior wisdom. 

220 Here I would read Gerddroor 37 fvyév. 57 seems evi- 
dently required, for Theseus clearly holds that Adrastus was 
mistaken in his interpretation of the oracle, I regard then, 
PoiPov, a8 an explanation, As for {vyéy, the word has for it the 
authority of Agatho (ap. Ath. 454 D.) in the passive, in the 
sense of ‘yoked together,’ I will take this opportunity of cor- 
recting the quotation. Inv. 5 we read: éd’ évds re xavdvos Hoav 
éfvywpévor Sv0. It would be easy to correct there by striking 
out j#oav, but the repetition of éfvywyzévor is suspicious, and I 
regard such an anapaest as éd’ évds, as inadmissible. I would 
read : xavovos & évds ém {vyov érus Hoav Svo. Again in v. 6 the 
70 tpirov of the MSS. should be restored and xai struck out, so 
that we should read : dep Sé 16 tpizov jv TeAevratov raAtv. Perhaps 
however for, reXevratoy, we should read 76 Aoicbtov. 


221 {dvrwy is nonsense. I would read éwvrwy with synizesis 
of ew. 

222 For OoAepé copa, I would read OoAepois afua. aluo is far 
more appropriate than céya with Aapmpdv, and Oodepov, and the 
plural OoAepots is justified by the two sons-in-law of different 
families, 

230, 231 C.’s reading @éodar’ eir’ is clearly a correction, 
P. reading Oeodatwy re. I think there is interpolation, and I 
would read the two verses thus: pdvrewy Bia Kal Oerddrwv Kat 
drwoderas. 


234-245 I hold to be interpolated from a lost play of Euri- 
pides. 238-245 is quoted by Stobaeus, but the edition of Trin- 
cavelli has only, Evperidov, without the addition, "Ikeridwy. In 
244, where the reading here, 7 ’v wéow, is decidedly superior to 
7 »éon, in Stobaeus, this may be due to corruption of his text. 
On the other hand the reading of Stobaeus in 245, dof) wore, is 
decidedly superior, and, raéy woAts, probably due to the interpo- 
lator. In 244 I should prefer to read y@dva. Comp. Or. 920. 
The copyist’s eye may easily have been caught by woAs in 245, 
In 244 Stobaeus reads wéAuw not zoAets. 


248, 249 I think we should read: yalpwy i@’, ob yap, «i 
BeBovrAevoat kaxds | adros, wieLew orjv tUxnv Hpas déov. Corruption 
of, ov yap «i, to, ei yap ov, led as I suppose to the MS reading, 
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where I do not doubt, 7 py, is a corruption of, i@ ef 7. 
Possibly the ot of the second hand in P. is due to the, «i yap od, 
I have supposed. See Dindorf’s note. ov, I conceive to have 
dropped out after méfev, and to have been replaced by ryv. 


252 I hold to be spurious with Hermann and Dobree. 


258 ay’ should be restored. It is quite correct to use it with 
a plural following. 


260-262 Here there is certainly interpolation. I would 
read: paprupe riOduevac Tv re Oedv re rupddpov, | ds ovdev pty 
tavd' érnpxecay Aurat. Comp. Phoen. 684-687, where Demeter is 
called, ravrwy T'a rpodds. 

307 I would read: viv oty éredy totTd cor tYysyv dépe. The 
whole mischief I judge to have arisen from disappearance of, oiv, 
after, viv. 

328 Clearly this verse does not well connect with what 
follows. I think we should read: ds ov te rapB& cod ’vdtkws 
Sppwpevov x.7.A. 


346 Note here that the MS. Spdcwy is due to a false con- 
nexion with ei, and compare note on Phoen. 989. So too 
arecowv in 347, 

386 I suspect is interpolated, as.also, 391, 392. Note that 
ode is incorrectly used in 392. 


395-397 Placing, éa, extra metrum, I would leave ont the 
rest of 395, ov—én, in 396, and, érioyes—-arovov, in 397, reading 
the passage, thus: xjpvg 63’, ds goue Kadpetwy mapa «.7.r., and 
restoring irayrg in 398. 

401, 402 I think here too there is interpolation, and that we 
should read these verses in one thus: ’EreoxXéovs Oavovtos ovy- 
yevod xepit. Thus the herald will speak three verses to Theseus’ 
six. 402 is not a verse one would lightly attribute to Euripides. 


417-422 This passage is certainly full of interpolations. 
dtopfevwv is more than suspicious, this being the only passage 
where it is found, nor do I think that the kindred 8:0p66, only 
found in Euripides in Hel. 1159, is the true reading there. 
dopPacat Ep, is a strange phrase. One would expect, Ave, or, 
duadvev. I should be disposed to read: &’ eb OécOat (1.6. «@ 
dubécbar). The unnecessary repetition of av (417, 418) is also 
suspicious, and so is, dvvaer’ dv, in 418, followed by, ovx« ay Svva:ro, 


q 
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in 422. The words too, 6 yap—didwor, (419, 420) are absolutely 
in the air, and have no connexion with what precedes or follows. 
One might attempt to restore the passage thus: dGAAws re, was 
av yarovos, wévns avip | duabys 0 tirdpxwv, xpos 7a Koiv’ droBXérot ; 
Note that the MS. reading in 421 is, ef xat révorta xdpabys. For 
weévoiro it seems probable zovorro should be read, 


423-425 strikes me as being an interpolation intended to 
fill up a lacuna, 

442-444 It is to be observed that in 442 the MS. reading is, 
avdévrns, so that the word is used in a sense peculiar to late 
writers, nor can tej, I think, bear the sense we must here 
assign to it. I would read then: xal pyv veaviacor Sipos pderar | 
dorois, TUpavvos 8 éxOpov yyetrat TOd«. 

449 For, véovs, I would read, véas, making, roApas veas, 
depend on both verbs, and understanding, ‘the young and 
daring.” 

454 I would read, dt yewjoacr, for 8 érousdfovor. yey might 
without much difficulty be corrupted to ro, and so lead to 
éroiuafovat. 

456 The MS. reading is rd8’ not ra o’, and, as I am always 
saying, od cannot be elided. I would read: zpds o’ eyo 
’Enxovtica. oo” would disappear and a8’ replace éya. 

466 I would read: cot y’ av Soxot rair,’ add’ enol ravavria. 
The MS. reading is, éuot 5¢ ravavytia, contra metrum, 

467 Adrastus must be in some way unseen by the herald, 
when he gives these orders, 

469 For, éorw év yj, I would read, évad’ éori, and in 471, 
yns, for, r7vd’, with Hartung, rejecting 470 as interpolated. 

479 Here it should be noted how the explanation, ydp éori, 
has expelled, Bporots, which we owe to Stobaeus. On the other 
hand in 481, wéAews, not, Aew, is certainly the true reading, and New 
has arisen from the disappearance of 7 after vy. In 490 the true 
reading has been preserved by Stobaeus. It is curious that in 
486, ydép, (which Stobaeus reads for ye) goes with the, xat roiv, 
of P.C., and not with his own, xairou. In 479 I should prefer, 
modu mode, for, roAAas moXes. | 

482 For, £0’ atrod, I should prefer, éavrod. 

495 Here I would read : rady re oopeis tBprs ovs dmwdecer. It 
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was I think corruption of xocpeis to copes, that led to what we 
read. The MS, order is, ots vBprs, which Barnes reverses. 


496 I would read, restoring the MS. reading, épdocrdrwy, 


d€uas xaramitve kAiwaxwy dpbocrdrwv, and &s with the MSS. in 
497, 


508 For, xarafo., perhaps we should read xaxaoat. 
509 I regard as interpolated. 


512 In any case I would read, od o” éxpyv, for, odk éxpnv. It 
is clear that rocdvd’ (Aldus’ reading) is a mere correction of P.’s 
touvrwv, while C reads roavryy, itself, as I suppose, a correction 
of the roavtwy of the archetype. Perhaps we should read: dA’ 
ov Toavr’ ovv UBpicat ao” Huds éxpiv. 

521 It seems to me éreragiuerGa is quite right, and the very 
word required. oviv ro értracoduevoy, is always regarded as 
something intolerable. 


530 It is difficult to get any satisfactory sense out of this 
verse, and I think it is interpolated. 


531-536 There is some doubt whether these verses are not 
interpolated, for Stobaeus quotes them as Moschion’s, and they 
could be left out without being missed. "Wherever they may 
come from, they are excellent in themselves. 


532 The emendation das for cua is neither probable nor 
satisfactory. I think for céua, which cannot possibly be right, 
we might read, xpaya, and that capa is an inept explanation. 
Plutarch occasionally uses it for that union of soul and body, 
which he more frequently expresses by pifis. I think then it 
is an old philosophic word, and it is found in Timaeus Locrus in 
a sense not very different. Of course the Timaeus Locrus is not 
genuine, as its language sufficiently shows, for it is written in 
what may be called grammarian’s Doric; still it probably con- 
tains ancient philosophical expressions. 


535 For, Biov, 1 would read, ypovov, ‘for a season.’ Biov I 
conceive to have arisen from an explanation, Biov xpdvov. Com- 
pare, xadefopevos meivar xpovov. Od. 6, 295. 

539 xpiv is no doubt a correction of C.’s, while P.’s dei is the 
original reading of the archetype. Ithink it should be restored, 
and also voodices, the construction being, vordices tovs Oavovras 
Aaxely dy Set, Aaxety representing the second acc, after vordicess, and 

L 
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év det depending on Aaxetv. Reading then vordgices h 
read in 540, dradous rideis ode, for dradovs ris e€et. 


551 I would read 706’ for ray’ with Markland. 
ance of rc6’ led to ray’. 


566 The MS. reading being céOev, not cadz, Iv 
BovrAa gvvayw pov év Bpaxioor. The phrase would b 
éx Bpaxiovwy in 478, év Bpaxtoor was corrupted to, é& 
which is sense but not metre, and corrected to, év [ 
which is metre but not sense. 


581 dpévas depends on éraipes as well as pe, bei 
of the part, but @vpotca: should be read for dupica 


grave. 
586, 587 I hold to be interpolated. 


589, 590 That the MSS. have these verses in reve 
an indication that 589 is interpolated. In 590 I w 
aubrds Te xdde. Gde is Theseus’ own herald, who has b 
stage all the time as well as the other, who I take i 
stage, when Theseus dismisses him (582, 583). The : 
of dd¢, 6 xypvg, brought xyjpvg into the text. This « 
however has more to say for itself than most of t 
might not be very apparent who 6d5¢ was, toa reader v 
seen the play acted. Theseus says he is going to take 
with him, at the same time bidding Adrastus remai 
made a movement to follow him. Compare too 
Theseus’ herald figures. 


638-640 are interpolated. For how could the cl 
doubt whether the Athenian army was safe, whe: 
victory was announced? This as was natural has led 
interpolation in 641-643. I would read 642, 643, th 
éote Onoevs, cas T "AOnvaiwy orpards ; 

655-659 The words, as pév—IIdpadov, are interp 
so is 661. The interpolator, either not seeing, or not 
see, that the three armies were three separate bod 
horse and chariots, has imagined an army drawn 
fashion of his own time, with right and left wing and 
cavalry on the flanks, A further evidence of inter 
afforded by the miserably feeble, os pev jv Adyc 
I would read then, in 655 pds 6xOov "Iopyvod, ai 
with 659, thus: mpos 6x4ov 'Iopyvod ’orodAicpevov Sopt. 





EUR. SUPPL. 147 


672 I suspect that the words, odStv—d¢dévoy, are interpolated, 
and that we should read 672, 673, thus: cwfovres odd & 
avrexynpuéev Kpeéwr. 

691-693 The order of the words seems to have been dis- 
turbed and confused in these verses. I would read: rav pev 
mitvevtwy KaxkuBictavrwy Big | és Kpara mpos yqv, tev dé, Opava- 
bévrwv Sidppwr, | wpos adpudrwy dyato. Aerdvrwv Biov. Thus with 
the slightest possible alteration, and no word omitted, all be- 
comes clear and consistent. 


695 Valckenaer would read efxovra for vdvra. Lid. and 
Scott s.v. évOévde explain what Valckenaer not very intelligently 


failed to sée. He forgot the messenger was speaking at 
Athens, 


699 This verse is of course corrupted. I would read: pécov 
Te ovvtdgavtTe TavTaxov otparov. The metre being disturbed by 
reading the plural for the dual led to what we now read, and 
that again arose from not perceiving that there was a lacuna 
after the verse. For cvvragavre applies to Creon and Theseus, 
while éxrewov x.r.X. applies to the Thebans, as 702 shows. 


705 Seéiov is quite right and should not have been altered to 
Seftod. We should understand: Segioy 52 yyov rd éxeivwv Aatov 
gevyee qoowpevov. Their left being worsted flees before our 
right. 

708 Here again éxépSawev should be restored in place of 
Dindorf’s éxydever, but we should read, ro vixdv, for, 7d vexwv. 
‘For the victory of this wing was not all he sought to gain.’ 


713-715 The strange reading Aavaidiv, which Elmsley 
corrected to Kexpomidav, seems due to interpolation. We should 
I think read the verses thus: @dpoos 8 évwpoas, tovmidavpiov 
AaB | drAcpa, Todro Suadépwv erpevddva: Sewvijs kopwvys I regard 
as an explanation. 

739, 740 may possibly be genuine. But according to the 
ordinary account Eteocles made no such offers. 


745 Reading, rod xa:pod, as the sense requires with P.C. I 
would read évretverOe for évreivovres, which I hold to be due to 
mweibeobe in 746. But I regard 746-749 as interpolated. The 
style to my mind is in no way that of Euripides, and I note the 
repetition of zpdypyact, mpdypara (747, 749) and the confused 
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construction of xafatpeio@’ in 749, where the third person would 
be more natural. . 


751-753 I regard as interpolated. The emphatic, rotro 
BovrAopat pabetv (750) properly introduces the question in 754. 
That is what would interest Adrastus, and not the perfectly idle 
enquiry as to how the messenger had escaped. 


755 P. C. read Sdpovs, to which Adyovs could never have been 
altered. I would read: cowv ye xeivors Err’ épéotacay déuas. 1.6. 
yes, the bodies of the seven commanders, not of the rest. 


758, 759 are I think interpolated. What an idle question is, 
rouxeibey 7 TovvOevde. I would read then in 760: rows 8’ éxra, 
A€Lov, rod Aurovtes HKeETE 5 

763-766 In 763 I would read @yceis for otdeis, making zévw 
depend on both éréory and SoiAos, and reject 764-766 as inter- 
polated. 764 was I think intended to be read after 765 in place 
of 766. So reading there will be no lacuna. 


7175-777 Ido not think AaBety by itself can be used in the 
sense of ‘ receiving back :’ I would read then, radw, for, Bporois, 
in 775, and Bporotce for Broreiav in 777. 


838-840 This passage seems to me rather added to than 
defective. 1 would read: pédAAwv o” épwrav, Avix’ éEdvtdets ydous, | 
elaca pvOous, viv 8’, "Adpacre, o icrop&, leaving out the rest. 


842, 843 I regard the words, és—révé’, as interpolated, and 
they have led to the intrusion of y', I would read: @vyrav 
épucay ; ein’ ériotnpwv yap el, while in 844 I would read: idwy 7’ 
éxe(vwv, placing a comma at the end of 843, efor is manifestly 
wrong. 

857, 858 otx dxovri, BovAoua, are tautological. I would 
read the verses thus : dxove 57 vuv, ws didws éxovre por, leaving out 
the rest. 

860 For the MS. rdv aBpov, I would read, 76 AdBpov. The 
citation from Polybius (see Dindorf’s note) proves the contrary 
of what it is adduced to prove. The Sefiorys was shown in 
altering AaBpov to Aior. , 

864, 865 Athenaeus’ reading (weywy—rdpxoty érawav) (159 
A.) seems to belong toa different and I think preferable recension 
to that of P.C. I would adopt it, only I would read répxodv 7’ 
ézawav,7’ not being read in Athenaeus, As for what we read 
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250 E. I regard it as belonging to the same recension we find 
in the text, and rpawéfas as a mere copyist’s error for tpazéfais, 
while the variant picdy indicates as I think, that the recension 
in question was due to an interpolator. 


878-880 I regard as interpolated. The whole speech is full 
of interpolations, some of which have been well expelled by 
Dindorf, 

885 I hold to be interpolated, and in 884 I would read, '3/8ov, 
for didovs. 

888, 889 See note on S.C.7. 526. 6 ris xvvayod (888) seems 
borrowed from Phoen. 1106. 


894, 895 I regard as interpolated. 


912 is I suspect interpolated. Leaving it out I would read, 
xaxots KexAjoba wacw, taking away the stop at the end of 911. 


915 I should prefer to read Aéyew 7’ with John of Damascus. 


916 The MS. reading is, tis, not, rats. I would read: 4 & 
av pdby tis mpata owlerGar iret. The explanation raitra ex-. 
pelled apara. 


932 The MS. reading being Spaca: I would read: dX’ ola @ 8 
Spacai oe wept tovde BovrAopwar. Tovde is More appropriate than 
rovrwy, and oe would easily disappear after dpaca.. 


945 It is perhaps hardly worth while to correct a verse like 
this, but to interpolate such a verse as Dindorf gives is 
scandalous. Possibly we should read: mixpa yap os cwpar’ av 
méXor vexpaov. The MS. readings are P. mixpai yap owes xapdrw 
méXe vexpo. O. 1. y. 0. xdua ta Tea vexpo. Thee of cwpar’ dis- 
appeared I suppose after dys, and the 7 of dy before the 7 of 
aéXot. 

950, 951 I would read r/ in 950 with the MSS., not of with 
Markland, and placing a mark of interrogation after rifecde, I 
would read, azo re Angavres, for, dAAa Angavres. 

1050 The MS, reading is épuyv, not dpyyv. I would read: 
Spyns AdBor’ dv. ‘ You would check the course,’ etc. 

1092, 1093 Iphis must intend to refer to the loss both of 
Eteocles and Evadne, but as the text stands he seems to refer to 
Eteocles alone. I think then we should read: coors dvrevoas 
avo, kat veaviay | rexav dpurrov ravde viv oTepioxopat. puTevoas 
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and rexav go very ill together as the text stands, and efra has all 
the appearance of a piece of padding. What caused ryvde to 
disappear I cannot tell, unless disappearance of » after 7 led to 
7nde, which was read 7’ 732, and so struck out. 


1088-1091 The repetition of, és 705° 7AOov, in 1089 and 
1091, the condition of 1089, and the confused sense, are sufficient 
evidence that this passage has been tampered with. I would 
read the verses thus: zaiSwy épaceis FAGov és 7d viv Kakdv, 
leaving out the rest. 


1096, 1097 The repetition, peAdOpwv, néAaOpa, is suspicious. 
I think 1096 is interpolated. 


1098 I would read this verse thus: j#diora Syr06’, ws er Fv 
mais Oe pot. ws disappeared after o6, and ér’ became 67’, leading 
to the intrusion of piv ye. I do not therefore accept Canter’s 
emendation, 676’ for Syro6’, which Dindorf places in his 
text. 


1101, 1102 Retaining yepéI would read: xaretye xetpi: Ovya- 
tépos yépovre 5 | qdvov obdev x.7.X. 
1110 What could we have made of this verse, but for its 


being quoted by Plutarch? And itis on such texts we have to 
depend. 


1112 Reading with Nauck, éredy, and, pydeyv ddédrovv, with 
P., I would read wdéAa: for wodAw, which seems suggested by C.’s 
yp. waAw. mada. became, wait, and was variously corrected to, 
mod, words, wad, though zoAas is probably intended by 


ToXts. 


1169-1173 The repetition of éxvpaare, (1170, 1173) shows 
there is something wrong. Striking out the words 6pavres— 
éxod, in 1170, I would read 1169 thus: tpas S& ravde xp7 xapw 


owfey dei, and 6’ trecreiv, for 8 iretrov in 1171. 





1182 Here, with a few additional verses spoken by the chorus, 
[ believe the play ended as Euripides wrote it. What was the 
cause of 1183-1230 being added we can only conjecture. Possibly 
it was intended to soothe the feelings of the Argives, to remind 
them of their old debt to Athens, and to stimulate them against 
Thebes, when the Athenians concluded the alliance with the 
Lacedaemonians of the year s.c. 369. The oath here referred 
to, may have been part of the old legend, though Euripides 
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chose to pass over it in silence, as in some degree detracting, I 
suppose, from the generosity of Theseus’ conduct. Itis possible 
that this oath may have been alleged as an excuse to the 
Argives, when they refused to join the rest of the Pelopon- 
nesians in invading Attica after the battle of Aegospotami 
(Xen. Hel. 2. 2. 7), and the author may have wished to remind 
them of their conduct on that occasion, The style of 1183—1230, 
will I think be felt when carefully considered to be hardly that 
of Euripides. : 


1188, 1189 Ido not doubt there is interpolation here, for 
épvuvat in 1188 is incompatible with dpxwporeiv, in 1190. I would 
read then these verses in one thus: zp@rov AdB’ dpxov, rovde 3S 
“Adpacrov xpewv. 


1194, 1195 I would read these verses thus: jv & édpxov 
éxdurrovres CAOwow xOova, | xaxds GAeoOar mpoorpéret TovTous doe. 
It is clear that it is Adrastus who should invoke the curse on 
himself and his countrymen, if they transgress the oath. To 
repeat y$dva from 1191, is quite in accordance with the usual 
formula of an oath, and I conceive it to have been expelled by 
the interpolated xfdva of the following verse, where the explana- 
tion of rovrous, ’Apyeious, has led to ‘Apyefwy xOdva. 


1196 It seems evident that if oddyia were the true reading, 
we should place it before yp7, as Elmsley does. I think however 
we should read: -év @ dé réuvew ypy yé o Opxia KAve pov. odayia 
is an expl. Comp. Her. 4. 201. émi rijs xpumrris tadpou tapvovres Ta 
dpxua. Note that y’ not o’, is the MS. reading. 


1205 I should prefer to read zpojs, rather than fé£ys, for 
tpwoys, understanding of course blood by ¢dovov. 


1212 The correction He is open to the objection, that it does 
not appear that the reuxévy were to be assigned to any god, but 
rather to the heroes, whose bodies were burnt there. Retaining 
then the MS. reading 6eov, I would read ’Opmrvias for "IoOuias, 
understanding Demeter. Disappearance of om after ov, and 
change of zv to p, leaving only pias, the word was filled up as 


"Io O pias. 
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6, '7 Dindorf has the note: rexvotor, vox suspecta. It seems 
to me that the words ot Kdduov—raiciy, are interpolated. 


831 Kai rarpés cannot be right, for that would imply that the 
new Lycus was the son of the old one. I would read: ov tis 
Svop’ ds Sy mpordropos KexAnpévos. Corruption of mpomdropos to 
mpos trarpos may possibly have led to what we read. 

40-43 I would place a comma at the end of 39, so as to 
disconnect xravwv with rovs ‘HpaxAeious watdas, the whole clause, 
xravwv—daxpetov, being parenthetical, and interposed between 
Gé\e, and the clause beginning with py 70d’, which should 
properly follow it. re then after ddyapra is to be connected with 
the xai that follows, and not with what goes before. For 
pyrpwoe (43) I would read pyrpios, as Beck does in his index, 
understanding pyrpordrwp. ‘The reason of pyrpwor being found 
here is, [ believe, that Megara mentions the murder of her 
brothers in 539. But there ddeAdovs is due to interpolation, as I 
will show. | 


53 The verb éodpayirpévor mighe be appropriate here, if it 
were applied to dduwv (Comp. Or. 1108). As it stands it cannot 
be right. I think 54 is interpolated, and that we should read 
here, éxxexAnpeévor Sopwv. Comp. 330. 


63 I would read: éyw yap ovr’ ék warpds dreXelbOnv TUXNS: 
‘For neither was I on my father’s side deficient in good fortune.’ 
és warép’ has arisen from the frequent confusion of eis and ék, 
and dryAdOnv, partly I think from ¢ asap pearing before 6, 
partly from change of ék rarpds, to és zarépa. 

80 The MS. reading is; 7 wédov. Perhaps we should read, 


” 
éwrredov. 


89 It does not seem to me certain that the MS. reading 
mapawvety, for which Dindorf reads wepaivey is wrong. 


149 For véov I would read vé8ov. The ov of vdGov probably 
led to the disappearance-of eov, which is supplied after véov by 
Erfurdt. 

163, 164 The word dvriddpxera: is suspicious, and if there is 
such a word it should be construed with the dative like dym- 
BAérw, under which word Lid, and Scott have a reference to 
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Luce. Jcaro. 14, In my Teubner however of 1851 I find, dvriov 
dédopxe, and in any case the dat. 7Aiw follows. I rather think 
then we should read 163, 164, thus: dA’ os dvapiuver ragiv 
éuBeBas Sépv. By Sopds droxa (164) is I think meant the quick 
thrust of the spear which ploughs a furrow in the flesh, but I 
regard the words as part of the interpolation. 

168 I would read, ripwpav, épots, for, rywwpods éuovs. I under- 
stand, ‘I do not wish to leave to my family the penalty of what 
I have done, through these children being brought up as 
avengers.’ Lycus disclaims fear on his own account, and 
professes to act only out of regard to his family. No good sense 
can be got out of the MS. reading, nor are matters much 
improved by reading éuoé with Camper. 

170, 171 I would read: 7a pév Auds 89 Zebs duvvérw péper | 
autos x.t.... Thus I think we shall obtain a satisfactory sense. 
Let Zeus himself defend his own part in the matter by deeds if 
it please him, but what I can do ‘to defend Hercules in words 
shall be done. Lycus says that Hereules is no son of Zeus, and 
a coward to boot. It is for Zeus to maintain his- paternity, 
while Amphitryon will refute the charge of cowardice. aids, 
I regard as an explanation of, rod Ads. 

177 For & jpopyy, I should prefer, dX’ épod. 

188 I should prefer: épod tiv’ as dpiorov éxxpiveray av. 
The MS. reading dvdp’ dpucrov may have arisen from an explan- 
ation. 

220 I would read: Muvvats Ss olos maor ba paxyns podrwv. 
Compare Heracl. 743, where plainly, ofos, should be read for, 
olos. The anapaest in Mivvaicr is inadmissible. 

226 For ydpw I would read zaryp. xdpw arose from not 
understanding that dv stood for ds by attraction. 

227 I would read : rdde, réxva, 8’ x.7.A., the MS. reading being, 
7d8’ ob réxv’. 8 disappeared after 4. 

257 That there is interpolation here is evident. I would 
read 257, 258, thus: dpxe ov 8 od xalpwr ye Seordceis énod. 

282 zpdrw can hardly be right. Perhaps we should read: rj 
S dvayxaig powp. | 

290-293 These verses are I think interpolated. There does 
not seem to be any question here of saving the children’s lives, 
but rather how Megara and Amphitryon are to die in a worthy 
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manner. The repetition of edxAejs (288, 290) is suspicious, and 
it is difficult to extract any satisfactory meaning out of 290. It 
is true that afterwards (298-304) Megara speaks of the useless- 
ness of entreating Lycus, and says it had occurred to her to ask 
that the children might escape with banishment, but if 290-293 
were genuine they should rather have followed 298-304, than 
preceded them. As regards the correction, aicypoto, for, 
éxOpotor, in 293 I am disposed to think that the interpolator 
wrote thus: ovd of y’ evyeveis | xdumrrovat rots éxOpoicr, either 
understanding ydvv, or using the active incorrectly for the 
middle, ot y’ would easily disappear before the evy of edyevets. 
and lead to of yap, 005’ on disappearance of of y’ being read oi 0’. 
Note how naturally 294 follows 289 if 290-293 are left out. 


801 is I think spurious, but I suspect the interpolator wrote : 
pgov yap aidots od’ tn’ av éXav didov rérpors. For by workiug 
on his sense of compassion you would the more readily meet 
with friendly treatment. But I suspect 299, 300, as well. If 
they are left out a mark of interrogation should be placed at the 
end of 298. 


340 I would read: parnv 8 raid’ odv, ob cov ovr’, éxAnloper. 
ot 
The MS. reading is raidwy rov vewv. But I suspect the verse is 


interpolated. 


460 I would read : 7} wodv pe Sdéns eEéracav édmides. éxrreibw 
has the sense of persuading of what is not the fact, or is to the 
hindrance of the person persuaded. Comp. Zrach. 1141, 1142, 
where the word is used much in the sense in which I understand 
it here. The MS. reading is, we Sdgys eSéracav éArides, where I 
think éféraicay is to be taken as coming from éxraifw, a word 
for which there is no authority, but that might very well exist. 
489, where éx7eiOw is used in a sense little differing from that 
of the simple veiw, is I think interpolated. 


471 Aadddrov, is certainly corrupt. Perhaps we should read : 
karts ad 8iSov. at, to you in your turn. avdidov might have 
been corrupted to adiAov leading to AaddAov. evdy Sdow, a 
gift which was to avail you nothing. 


482-484 are I believe interpolated. 481, seems to give a 
complete and satisfactory sense without them, and their style is 
far from recommending them. 
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490, 491 I can make no sense of these verses as they stand in 
Dindorf’s text. I would read: ef 71s pOdyyov eiojxoveé rw | Gvyriv 
x7... ‘If any one in Hades has ever at any time heard the voice 
of mortals.’ The MS. reading is, pOdyyov eicaxovoerat | Ov7tav. 


518 This verse is simply interpolated, for, xypatvovoa, is used 
in an impossible sense. The interpolator has probably borrowed 
the word from Hip. 213, and misunderstood it. Rejecting then 
518, I would assign 517 to Amphitryon. 


580-542 In 530 I would restore the MS. reading, yvvar, ti 
xawov 7Abe Swpacw yxpéos; rejecting 531-538, as interpolated. 
In 529 perhaps we should read ryode for ravde. 539-541, I 
would read thus: ME. duwdAdAvpecOa, xai warip obpos yepwv— 
HP. was dys; ME. Avxos of’ 6 yas avag duAecev. It is clear 
that the words, ri Spdoas x.7.A. are out of place where they stand, 
and are really an answer to, Avxos—dwaAece. They were no 
doubt introduced by ras (or ri) dys, and intended as a substitute 
for 542. As to 530-538, they seem in some degree to have 
arisen from the interpolator having his feelings of propriety 
shocked, by Hercules addressing his wife instead of his father. 
Fortunately he has betrayed himself by leaving, yvva, in 530, 
which Elmsley with misdirected ingenuity struck out, supplying 
it by rotcde before dupacw. 


545 For warépa we should surely read rovée. 


551-558, 552-557, I regard as an interpolation. 558 
answers admirably to 551, but not to the verse before it. The 
verses are not bad in themselves, but they have suspicious cir- 
cumstances about them. The question in 552 is not much to 
the purpose, and as regards the question in 554, Hercules was 
not aware, nor was it apparent that they had left their home, in 
front of which they were standing. Euripides too would hardly 
have expressed himself in the manner of 557, which should be 
rendered: ‘Shame do you say? That is a god he has little 
acquaintance with.’ The sentiment is similar to that we find in 
Diose. 26. 4. (Anth. Jacobs.) aicyuvny od vopicaca Gedv. 


571-578 are I suspect interpolated. 


576-578 I should be disposed to read: paryy yap airous 
, Wvvo’, H th dyoopey; leaving out the rest, and in 579, 7AGov for 
é\Getv. The idea of the children dying on account of Hercules 
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contained in the words, eizep—zarpds (577), is quite out of place, 
and ill expressed. 

581 éxzovety means, to achieve something by labour, or, to 
persevere in something, but how, éxroveity Oavarov, can mean, 
éexrrovetv 7) Oaveiv, I fail to see. I would read in 580, 581: rav 
& éuav trep | od xaprepyow Odvarov. Comp. Ajax 650, where 
kaprep® is similarly used. éxrovjow is partly due to the dis- 
appearance of uzep, expelled by the false explanation of ray éuarv, 
téxvwv, (for in trav éuav Amphitryon, Megara, and the children 
are all included. Comp. 574, 575.) partly to xaprepo being some- 
times used in a sense little different from éxzova. 

612, 613 I regard as interpolated. The mysteries seem 
dragged in by the heels. 

614, 615 I also consider to be spurious, and made up from 
1386, 1387. a 

616, 617 are I believe in the like case. The MS. reading in 
617 is, ofdev, not, ofS’ iy’. The interpolator I think wrote: oi« 
older’ €XOwv tavOds’ 7’ idetv sae ‘On arriving I went first to 
see how matters were here.’ 7 idety corrupted to yer became 
eideinv. (7 for qa). 618 answers well to 611. 

708, 709 are I think interpolated. If we leave them out 
Amphitryon will speak three verses to Lycus’ six. 

718, 715 I regard, ws Ovpdbev—rexpynpiov (713, 714) as an 
nterpolation. What we find there seems to me absurd, and 714 
appears to be borrowed from Jph.7. 808. I would read 712, 715 
thus, leaving out 713, 714: AM. Sox® vy ixérw éorids Odooew 
Babpovs. 

725 I think the true reading is, é&v cxoAq Angwpev, but I 
regard the verse as interpolated. The MS. reading is, Avowpev. 

729, 780 What may be meant by, Bpdxo. gidydopo., con- 
sidering Hercules is armed with a club is hard to see, even if the 
expression itself were tolerable. Note too that the MS. reading 
is, yevyoerat, not Sedjoerar. I would read: oreiyer pds dpxvus 
Tous méAas doxa@v KTevely. . 

788 is I believe interpolated and made up from 756. I 
would read then in 731, ws mwirrovr’ iw, and in 732, exen yap 
€x9pos Wdovas Ovyoxwv dvyp. Thus Amphitryon. will speak six 
verses to pha three, as before the ae ses epee three 
to Lycus’ six. - 
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846 crabpovs not Sduovs is the true reading. craduovs was 
supplanted by. the explanation, @Acds, which was corrected metri 
gratia to the MS. dirovs. 


854 The MS. reading is, coi 7’ ov. I see no sufficient reason 
for altering it. 


860 I should prefer to read, éxi potBdov, ‘to your whistle.’ 
Compare the allied potfos in Od. 9. 315. The i of émi is 
lengthened before . 


864 I do not see when Lyssa has made her way into the 
breast of Hercules, what she has to do with breaking into the 
house as well. I regard then this verse as spurious, 


865 There seems to be something wrong here, for it is not 
Lyssa who kills the children but Hercules. I would read then: 
réxv’ aroxreivas 5é, mp@rov Gde Kavav ovk eloerat, and in 866: zaidas 
ovs érixtrey avtos, mpiv av éun Avoca od agp. The MS, reading 
is, guas Avooas addy. évaipwv in 866 is due to droxreivaca in 865. 
S¢ in 865 may have disappeared from being corrupted to as. 


925 The MS. has wérdov, not réxvwy. wérAwv must have 
arisen from a reading, waiéwv. I think the words, yjs—‘HpaxAéys 
(923, 924) are interpolated, and that we should read, 923-925, 


thus: xafdpov’ oixwy, xat réAas maidwv xopés. 


936 The MS. reading is @ypa. I think we should read 3% 
po, and éx, for pou, in 938. 


957 I would read ws for és with Kirchhoff. 
977 For xixAw I would read kixAov. 


978 I would read ydpevpa for ropevya with Paley, but révé’ 
for wodds (with a comma after devov). odds I take to have 
arisen from an explanation, wa:dds, which was put in the gen., 
because wrongly connected with évavriov instead of BaAd«, so 
that the explainer either found rovd’, or understood it, instead 
of rove’. 

1008 I would read: Ads xpadaivovo’ éyxos evAodos Kopn. 


TlaAAds is an expl. of Avs xdépy. Vitium verbis inest, is Dindorf’s 
comment. I should think so. 


1011 This verse is placed before 1010 in the MS., a sign of 
interpolation. It might seem indeed to be justified by 1124, 
1125, where the answer of Amphitryon appears to show he was 
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conscious of having bound his son, and shocked by the ex- 
pression dvawdpeoOa yap, avoided acknowledging it. But I think 
the true reading in 1124 is: é¢’ @ 5 éSnodv p’ eix’. The reply of 
Amphitryon is then admirably pertinent, ‘ Be content to know 
you have been bound, but do not ask why.’ avawdynerGa then 
will mean, ‘We protest against such usage.’ So in 1126 
restored by Heath, 8 has been changed to od, to favour the same 
idea, the interpolator understanding, ‘Your silence is enough, I 
do not wish to hear more.’ giwry there I regard as a mere 
clerical error. Omitting then 1011, I would read in 1010: 
nets S€ vv peOdvres ex Spacpay mdda x.7.A. ve seems to be 
required. That there is no mention of Hercules himself is a 
further presumption against 1011. The incompatibility of vw 
with what we find there has led to its expulsion from 1010. 


1090 seems to be interpolated. rdgéa Alou for the sun’s rays 
is an impossible expression. 


1102 is simply interpolated, and the repetition of eis “Aidov 
is only due to the ineptitude of the interpolator. 


1105 Paley’s cfy’ is at any rate better than what we read. 


I suspect however we should read, & r+. The subj. seems re- 
quired. 


1118, 1119 These verses being read in C. after 1120, 1121, 
I regard them as interpolated. I would however read 1120 
thus: cm’ «& Te téu@ Kawov aivicce Biv. aivicoe is I think 
indicated by the, yvigw mddw, of 1118, particularly when we 
remember that that verse originally came after 1120. 


1124-1126 See note on 1011. 


1134 I would read: wis dys; ri roAeuov ; rovade tis SuddEcer ; 
elzas I believe to be an expl. of the ellipse after wo\euov, which 
however is really supplied by dys, while efzas has expelled zés 
$y 3 

1146, 1147 There is no doubt interpolation, but we cannot 
do without these verses altogether. I would read, placing ofmor 
extra metrum : ofpou | ob 4H yevopevos Tavde diAtdrwv overs, and, 
dreyst , in 1148. I should prefer however to read 1148 thus: 
pipwv dre Avcrodbos Térpas azo. 

1151, 1152 I believe to be interpolated, for if 1151 is, and 
that seems to me almost certain, 1152 must go too. 
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1159 I would read here ¢$ép’, audi rape xpari reptBarw oKorov. 
€. reads avre - - . rasa was I suppose illegible. 

1175 is I think interpolated, for it would seem that 1176 
should immediately follow 1174. If we leave it out it is to be 
noted, that reading 1146, 1147, as one verse, and omitting 1151, 
1152, Hercules and Theseus each speak 14 verses, 

1228 I would read: ra trav Gedy ye, kovx dvaiverar. The MS. 
reading is trav Oewv, and I regard rropara as an explanation. 


1249 I would read: ov y’ éxrds dv 5% cupdopas pe vovberets. 
89, corrupted to dé, was replaced by ye in true copyist fashion. 
The MS. reading is ov y’ not oi 3. 

1254 I would read: ovx av 8 dvacyour’ dpabia. o” “EAAGs Oavetv. 
& would disappear before a, and o”’ before ¢, leading to what we 
read in C, 

1263-1265 I regard as interpolated. doris & Zevs, comes 
from the Melanippe. In 1266 I would then read y’ for 7’ ° 

1269 I also consider to be interpolated, and in 1270 I would . 
read: 7Bav 4, for 7Bavra. 

1271-1278 I suspect there is interpolation, and I should 
he disposed to read : rotous 5¢ mpos Tiyavras } retpacxedés Onpav 
7 tAHOS TOAELOV OvK eyvuca. 

1274, 1275 I would read xvuvis | pyrépa. Comp. Zrach. 1099. 

1287 I would read here: xdreta py tis yrwrov ds p’ Sro- 
BaAérov, regarding 1288 as an interpolation. 

1296, 1297 The words, wyyai re rorapav (1297), are 
absolutely in the air. I think that, yijs, xai—7orapay, is an 
interpolation, and, striking out these words, I would read 
1295-1297, thus: py Oryydvew yop xOov drevwéroved pe | duviv 
aAbynoel, kal TOV dpparyAarov. 

1302 I should prefer: Biov y’ dvéctov, od xpewv, Kexrypévor. 

1304 Perhaps we should read: xpovovo’ "Odrvurov aréctos 
dpBiry wéov, so that, Zyvés ehould be an explanation of réctos. 
Brodie has suggested wédov for wdda, unless Brodaeus is a mis- 
print for Dobraeus. 

1312, 1818 There is certainly a lacuna as the text stands. 
Perhaps however we should read: ed 108’ ds Oavy | rapawvére oor 
paAXAov 7) Tacxe Kakas. oor would readily disappear after the 
ge. Of mrapawweret. 


admissible in lyric passages, and in 1316, Aéxrpa y', where C. 
has 7’, 


1326-1335 I regard as an interpolation. It seems to me 
altogether improbable that Euripides would make Theseus refer 
to the honours to be paid to Hercules as a hero after his death. 
The interpolator, no doubt an early interpolator, has been moved 
to touch upon a joint worship of Hercules and Theseus which 
existed in his time, and a similar idea of illustrating current 
religious customs has led to interpolations in other plays as well. 
I would also observe on reyévy in 1329, that I believe the word 
is never used in Attic of the possessions of a living man, but 
only of the sacred enclosures assigned to some god or deceased 
hero. Leaving out then 1326-1335, I would read 1336, 1337 
thus : ryvd’, avrirowa THs éuns owryplas, | xdpw trapacxav viv yap 
el xpetos dirwv. 

1341-1346 I would read 1341-1344 thus: orépyew S¢ A€xrpa 
tovs Oeovs & uy Oguss, | odd’ GAAOv aGAXov Seopa y’ efdarrew yxeporr, | 
ovr’ nglwa’ éyw mor’ ovre reivopat, and reject 1345, 1346 as inter- 
polated. 


1351, 1852 I hold these verses to be interpolated. Besides 
éyxaprepjow, which seems borrowed from And. 262, and gives no 
satisfactory sense, the repetition of uvpiwv (for so C. reads in 
1352), pvpiwy, is suspicious. There is however I think a Jacuna 
after 1357, which has suggested the words ¢eZy:—éyw here, for 
otherwise there would be no acknowledgement of Theseus’ offers, 
and we might expect this to come in after 1357, so that Hercules 
having expressed his intention of going to Athens, dvyas dpas 
(1358) would naturally follow. : 


1366 is of course one of the many interpolations intended to 
supply the aposiopesis after djws. 

1367 cannot be right as it stands. I would read: & réxv’, 6 
dicas, ov y’ Exwv, buas warnp K.T.A. 

1369 It does not seem certain that Biov, should be read 
for Bia. 


1886-1388 I regard with suspicion. Perhaps omitting 1386, 
1387, we should read 1388 thus: px rovde AvTynoy pé Tis povov- 
pevov. Tavde, TOV OTAuv. 
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1390-1392 The repetitions, cuprevOnoare, revOnoate : dravras 
mwavres, suggest interpolation. I believe then that the words, 
amavras—evOnoate, are interpolated (1391), and I would read 
1390-1392 thus : xeipace, cuprevOjnoar és waidwv tadov | éXOovres 
airovs ene 8 dp’, ds dAwAaper K.T.A. 

1417 The MS. reading being ér’ efrys, I would read : zis ovbv 


ror elras x.t.X. Tore, 1414. 
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1-3 There can be no doubt that these verses have been tam- 
pered with. One might attempt to restore them thus: “Ardas 6 
xaAxéourw ovtpavov aorpépuy | vwros Epvoe Matav, 7 p’ éyeivaro. 
Comp. Virgil, axem humeris torquet. 

10-14 Here too there is interpolation. One might suggest: 
Kpéovoav évOa raid’ Epexdéus Big | Oeds ix’ dyOw BoiBos eLevéev 
yapots. 

20-26 I believe these verses are interpolated, though no doubt 
by an ancient interpolator as their merit shows. I think then 
rejecting them we should read 27 thus: d€py rpocdiac’ Hv xAdnv 
elxev réxvov. Comp. 1431. The ws Gavovpevoy of 18 being re- 
peated as ws Oavovpevw, in 27, I regard as strong evidence of 
interpolation. 


28 P. reads didos. PotBos then in C. is a correction. I 
would read: 6 8 obv ddeAdis as Pirov p’ aired rade. There have 
been three causes of corruption ; change of ovv to dv, and loss 
of ws after adeAdos, and of p’ after didov. No one would have 
altered BoiBos to didros. 

41 For aviurrevovros, I would read dvw réAAovtos, and xixAov 
for kixAw. dvirmevovtos I regard as a vox nihili. 

237 For yevvaorys oor, I would read yevvatos ws ov. Comp. 
Hee. 592. The order is: rexuyprov ws yevvatos ef xal tov Tpdruv. 

255 There is no reason to suppose that Ion should speak more 
than one verse here. In the passage 255-264, Ion begins with 
one verse, then Creusa and Ion speak two verses each twice, then 
Creusa one, and a regular stichomythia begins with 265. 

275, 276 are I think interpolated, and the difficulty in 276 
I believe to be caused by the incorrect use of oxdAy. The 
interpolator intended I think by od xdéyvw oxoAy, ‘ for I am not a 
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little perplexed.’ dai is never used by Euripides in tragedy (only 
in the Cyclops), but it occurs in genuine verses, where it is 
generally corrupted from &' av’. The somewhat absurd form of 
the question in 275 seems imitated from 265, and it will be 
observed that if these verses are left out, 277 answers quite 
satisfactorily to 274. 


285 ®oiBos could never have been altered to Iv@uos. I should 
be disposed to read: rina yé pacw dotparais ode Lvbtos. Dis- 
appearance of ao led I suppose to dorparait ode ([vOua1, and so 
eventually to what we now read. 


286 Here I would read : ria ydp> eife wy wor’ «.t.r., for the 
MS. reading, tig, ryua o’ ds. By oo’ as I think with Scaliger 
od’ ws is intended. «ie I suppose was corrupted to es and as, 
and this eventually led to the MS. reading, the verse being first 
read tyua od’: ws, and then patched up with the second tia. 
I am inclined to think that the words e@e—idetv, are intended 
to he spoken aside by Creusa, and that therefore 287, 288 are 
interpolated. 


886 Observe how the explanation aidovyeba, expelled the 
genuine reading restored by Kirchoff, and note again as I have 
before remarked what texts we have to depend on. The conclusive 
7 Geos of 337, points to the true reading. 


361 I would read: py x’ olkrov nuas efuy’ of AcAnopefa. The 
MS. reading is xat py y’ és olkrdv p’ efay’. Kai seems to have come 
in from 360. 


865 pavrevoera:, must be taken as a passive here, and also 
pavredverat in 1537. For pavrevoua in the sense of delivering an 
oracle is only used by later writers, and the usage is condemned 
in Soloecistes (9). Lucian however does not observe the rule 
{see Dial. Deor. 23), which is a presumption that he is not the 
author of the Soloecistes (Alex. 19. is by itself not decisive, for 
Lucian might be supposed to be quoting the words of Alexander). 
I would render then: ‘ How shall the god be consulted as to that 
which he wishes to remain concealed?’ Unless indeed we should 
read pavrevréos here, and pavris eAver, in 1537, 


374-377 are I suspect interpolated. They seem to interrupt 
the natural sequence of the ideas by which 378 would immedi- 
ately follow 373. 374 too is ill and strangely expressed, and 375 
and 378 seem to repeat each other. 
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390 The MS. reading being dX’ éav xpy, I would read dAX’ otv 
€av xpewv rad’, ov having disappeared before éay, and xpewv, cor- 
rupted to xp7v, and corrected to xp7. 

411,412 dre—Bedrriova. These words are I conceive spoken 
aside by Creusa and unheard by Xuthus, and therefore I would 
read po for vev. I do not see what guuBoraa between Phoebus 
and Xuthus could be referred to. 

413-416 I regard as interpolated. There seems to be no 
question as to who has to reply to Xuthus on behalf of the god 
(comp. 369) but rather as to whose turn it might be to consult 
the oracle, which as we learn from 418-420, had been settled as 
Xuthus desired. Moreover there is an absurdity in Ion’s answer, 
for no one would have supposed that he was to perform this 
office, while what he states no doubt represents the actual practice, 
but leaves Xuthus as wise as he was before. I should say that I 
in no way object to éora: rade, (in 413), which applies as well to 
those words of Creusa that I suppose to be heard by Xuthus, as to 
those which are unheard. In 417 I think we should read xadds 
éxou, for kadds: éxwy, with a full stop after éypyfouev, since accord- 
ing to my hypothesis this verse replies to the words of Creusa, & 
aotvia—€rAOounev (410, 411), and the interpolation of 413-416 has 
led I suppose to the change. Observe that here Xuthus speaks 
eight verses followed by four spoken by Creusa. 

521 I should prefer to read ed dpovd. P.C. cwdpova. The 
ed of 520 seems to suggest «d here. Reading thus the; at the 
end of the verse should of course be struck out. 

526 The MS. reading being d¢deiAw, I hold the true reading to 
be &s did. (If however dpevor is read with P. instead of dpevoir, 
we must also read od AG, and dpoipous for duovaous). I under- 
stand, ‘Thus I am wont to bring crack-brained and unmannerly 
strangers to their senses’, at the same time threatening Xuthus 
with his bow. 

532 paprupets cavr@, a proverbial expression. Comp. John 
8. 13. 

587 The MS. reading is dAAws, not adAwv. I reject the verse 
as spurious. 

545 P. reads rot Adyov. Ido not doubt then that the true 
reading is Kxov Aoyw. 

546 Certainly ov or ro. should be read for zw. 

| M 2 
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554 There should be, —, not a full stop after éomdpyoav, for 
the sense must be, ‘ This very thing, so that we should be begot- 
ten,’ when Xuthus breaks in, ‘Fate found out, my child.’ I 
suspect however that the whole passage, 549-556 is interpolated. 
dmawAg in 549 is suspicious, and 557 connects quite well and 
naturally with 548. Jon, after reducing Xuthus to utter per- 
plexity and despair, comes at last to his rescue with the words : 
T@ Oe@ yorv ok dmurreiy elxos, a reflection Xuthus had not the wit 
to make for himself, but which he grasps at eagerly. The inter- 
polator it would seem supposed, that if Kuthus could only refer 
to a love affair far away from Delphi, Ion would never be got to 
believe he was his son. 

558 Hartung’s emendation BovAoiuec6’ av, is certain and 
should be taken into the text. rdisappearing before pt, BovAoipecGa. 
became BovAcuerGa. The copyists of course, after their fashion, 
struck out dy and inserted y’. 

559 The MS. reading is 7 cot ye. I would read 6 col ye. ye 
is a favourite catchword of Xuthus, just as, vai pa Ada, is of 
Silenus in the Cyclops. 

560 I should prefer dv for oi. 


576 T should be disposed to read dareda Oyrecav, with Pierson 
or perhaps Aartpeiav. 

579 Odrepov gives the reverse of the sense required. I would 
read : otde Gicrepov vocdy | dvotv xexAjoet, ‘ nor will you hereafter 
be called after the names of two evils.’ 


594 I would read : éxet 1d pdtv oddev dv xexAjoouat. The verse 
is clearly mutilated at the beginning, and one is obliged there- 
fore to conjecture what may have dropped out before pydeév, 
without MS. assistance. Except that I have struck out xal after 
pndev, I have otherwise followed the MS. reading. See Dindorf’s 
note. 

600 I would read 7’ é6dAjocouey with Nauck. 

601 For ¢oBov, I would read ¢6dvov. 6 disappearing led to 
gévov, which was corrected to ddBov. 

602Z Avyos does not seem to be used in the sense of ‘ eloquent, 
except in late writers, or one might read, trav 5 Aoyiwv, for rév § 
at A. of P. C. Perhaps we should read rév 8 Aoyinwv. Adyipos 
for é\Adypos is found in Herodotus, v. Lid. and Scott s. v. 
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630, 631 I think we should read xAvwy in 630, and cdfew, 
in 631. woddovs, should I think be restored, the meaning being, 
‘I do not wish to be in a state of constant apprehension, and 
listening for every sound that portends danger.’ Compare 
Yododens. But I am disposed to regard the verses as interpo- 
lated. 

638 For yoo I would read wérowt. ro TiPheine before 
zo would lead to ydouc. 

651 Reading é\6dv for 6é\w with P. I would also read dpgopat 
for dpgecOar, omit 652 as interpolated, and read in 653 Over for 
Gioar 6. , 

737 I would read : rovs rod raAaiov perayevets aitdéxOovas. pera- 
yeveis, Successors. éxydvovs I regard as an explanation of pera- 
yeveis, leading to the change of, rots tod waXdatov, to rovs aovs 
taXatovs, and of airdéxGovos to aitdxPovas. The word is once used 
by Menander ("Eyz. 1), though not precisely in this sense, just as 
mpoyevys 18 an amak Aeyopevov Of Soph. (Ant. 938). 

746 For dxovros, Dindorf reads drdévros with Reiske. But I 
think eixovros should be read. etxovros, corrupted to éxdvros, led to 
axKovTos. 

749 The words zaidSwy—ijxopev, have every appearance of 
interpolation, I would read 749, 750 thus: BéBynxe’ od dpacor, 
ayaGa pnvvcaca yap. The change from the plural to the singular 
is, as the text stands, incomprehensible, but if we suppose the 
choragus to be addressed after BéByxe, Badreis (in 751) is 
explained. 

751 Elmsley’s correction ydpww, hardly suits dricrovs. I rather 
think we should read: és dyapiorovs—ydpw. Disappearance of 
xa led I suppose to daiorous. 

755 Surely it should be vocet not vocd. Unless indeed we 
assign 753, 755 to Creusa, reading in 755: dAX’ H re wocros 
Gerdaras eyo vood ; 

778 I think we should read: worepa 5¢ dicew vv xr.A. viv 
disappearing after dicew led to divat 57. 

803 which the MS. assigns to the Paedagogus, I regard as 
spurious, 

807 I suspect, both on its own account and because it is 
rather to be expected that the Chorus should speak four 
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verses than five. It seems suggested too, by the spurious 
verse 652. 

827-830 Regarding 828, 829 as interpolated, I would read 
827, 830 thus: rood’. éreAOav dvédep’ és rov Saipova | xawov 708’ 
ovopa. Sua xpovov rerAacpévoy. dvd xpdvoy seems only to be found 
in Herodotus, or in later writers. It is constantly used by 
Pausanias. 

836 I would read xéx for xat, with Dobree. 

838 The MS. reading is dyew, which should be restored. The 
whole sentence in 837, 838, is in apposition to xaxdv in 836. 

847, 848, 849, seem to me all three interpolated. In 847, 
we should read I think : «i yap 8 idyoes Hd’ «.7.X. 


851, 852 I regard the words: raid’—orArfea, as an interpo- 
lation. 

853 I would read: drodois Gavely } héyyos eloopav rode. 47, 
‘rather than.’ (ay, I regard as derived from an expl. of déyyos 
cioopay, -fnv. 

929, 930 are I believe spurious. Note that the MS. reading 
in 930 is xaxds, not xatvds. 

934 There seems no sufficient reason for expelling o’ before &. 

943 The MS. reading gainer, should I think be restored. 

968 zarépa is quite right, as may be seen from the story of 
Erectheus. See Smith’s Dictionary. With P. I would read eicopo. 

978 I see no reason for changing viv to ov. 

984 I would read: gu’ (éua) ef xaxifers «.r.A. eer WAS COr- 
rupted to otjou. 


992-997 All this seems to me purposeless rubbish and 
interpolated. 


999 See note on Alc. 783. I read oldas. 

1004 The MS. reading is, yo. y’ dv. I would read icyiv 8 
Exorev tiv’ dv és avOpwrov pow ; 

1010 I would read : pépos beg. Disappearance of p after v, 
led to epos, which was ineptly corrected, dépos, a word borrowed 
from 995. dtrrvxov pépos, the double function. 

1016, 1017 ‘These inept verses I hold to be interpolated. 

1080, 1031 There seems to be interpolation, and I should 


prefer to read the two verses in one thus: xptowua 10d, iva 
BovOuret woos poddv. 














EUR. JON 167 


1106 xAevai is of course intolerable. But why should it 
have been substituted for ¢dvac? I would read: -zov, ov, 
yuvaixes, Thy Kopynv ’EpexOéws. The disappearance of the first rod 
led to xAewai, expelling ryv. 

1107 éfrAnce and zavrayn cannot stand together. Nor 
indeed do I think that éxrA7$w could bear the sense here re- 
quired in any case, for there is no real analogy between any- 
thing which could obtain here, and the, éxrAnpav arAdty, of 
Or. 54. I would read then: 6ypdpevds vv ja. Kodx exw a Beiv. 
The explanation fyrav expelled Oypapevos and led to égérAyoa. 

1109-1111 The words: & £vvdovAe—Oypaped’, are I believe 
interpolated. I would read: XO. ri & éorw; @E. dpxai 7’ 
amixwpiot yOovds. 

1117 I regard as interpolated. The messenger should only 
speak one verse. So too are those singularly inept verses, 
1120, 1121. 1116-1119, is a short stichomythia between the 
messenger and the Chorus. 

1135, 1186 odds and Biov should be restored.  dxrivas 
teXevtdoas Biov, ‘the expiring rays.’ But I should prefer to 
read, as in Beck’s index, dxrivos, so that reXevtwoas should agree 
with Rodas, understanding by dxrivos, jAiov. ’Axris is used very 
much in this sense in Soph. Zrach. 615, where dxris Depuy is 
equivalent to 7A1os. 

1137, 1140 seem to me interpolated, as well as, 1138, 1139, 
though by another hand. Ion did not entertain the whole 
people of Delphi but his friends. Compare 663-665. 


1146 This verse is perfectly correct. tdai tdavrai ypaypaccy, 
are embroideries worked on an outlined pattern. 

1150, 1151 I would read: dcetpwros syov | Lvyiots éradAev. 
dvepwrous oxov, was corrupted to, doeipwrov dxov, and fvyios to 
tvyots. The chariot of the sun had two cepaddpo. and two 
fvyio, the chariot of the moon only two fvy.ou. 

1154 Note the intransitive use of orpédw. ypvonper should 
certainly be read with Stephanus. 

1168-1171 I think there is much interpolation. I would 
read : as 8’ éxAnpoby odiow | Wuxy, wapeAOwy mpérBus és pérov 
qweoov. Interpolation would account for the defective state of 
1171 where dacrés is supplied by Reiske. Note rédov used in the 
sense of ‘ floor,’ as it seems also to be in A..F. 1304. 
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1185, 1186 Here I think there is interpolation, and I would 
read in one verse : 6 dace Sodvar dappaxoy Séorowvar oi. 


1187, 1188 I think 1188 is interpolated and that we should 
read 1187 thus: év yepoiy 8’ ds elye vv. vey, TO TEdXOS. 


1213-1215 There seems to be something wrong here, éxov6’ 
in 1214, and d6y in 1215, give no satisfactory sense. I would 
read: evOts 8 épevva mpéoBvy wrens AaBwv, in 1213, omitting 
1214 as interpolated, and reading dAous for, df6y in 1215. 


1222-1224 serpoppidys is only found here, and it cannot be 
right, for Creusa was to be stoned, not thrown from the rock 
(compare 112), though no doubt that was a form of punishment 
in use at Delphi. I would read then: Aeddav 8’ dvaxres dpicav 
Undw pia. | Oaveiy éunv Séorowav, ws avaxrdpots K.7.X. 


1253 Note the MS. reading dxwv for ofkwy. The disappear- 
ance of « before x led to éxav and dxwy. Compare note on 746. 


1254 See note on Or. 610. 


1275-1278 It is all very well to place these verses after 
1281, but I believe they are simply interpolated. 

1288 I would read : zatpds ws einy, adie ‘But I was, I say, 
granting that I am my reuber 8 now.’ ws env was, I suppose, 
corrupted to oiaiav. 

1296-1299 which Nauck would place after 1303, I believe 
to be interpolated. 1300 certainly answers most pertinently 
to 1295. 

1304 I should be disposed to read for, rarpixijs ovx, watpobev 
ov yjs. The expl., éx warpds, led I suppose to, zarpixys, and dis- 
appearance of yys. 

1307 This verse as it stands is obscure and unsatisfactory. 
Perhaps we should read : ryv ony, érel on, pyrtéep’ adra vovberet. 
Address that warning to your mother, inasmuch as she is your 
mother. Creusa after pointing out to Ion, that his father was a 
penniless adventurer, hints that his mother, by the fact of her 
being so, is unworthy to enter the temple. The expl. éori, I 
suppose, expelled aira. 

1314-1318 The repetition of, iZew éypqv, and, xabifew éxpyv 
(1314-1317) points to interpolation. I would read: od rots pév 
adixouss ode yap Wavew Kadrov | Gedy rovnpav xeipa’ Tors dé 
y’ évdixous | ipa xabicat ypav, pndé rotr’ yew toov x.7.A, 
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1322, 1823 are manifestly interpolated. 

1325 I would read: dA\a Acyoperba y’. P. C. read ov 
Aeyopec6’. Disappearance of y' led to the intrusion of otv. 

1326 I can see no reason for reading als for ws. 

1338, 1334 Note example of Rule 3. _ 


1352 A mark of interrogation should be placed at the end of 
this verse. 


1353-1357 1354, could never have been written by 
Euripides, and the passage, AaBwv—airds (1355-1357), is con- 
fused and disjointed. I would read then 1353—1357 thus: 
érel y’ & Saipwv Bovdcrat, rod 'xari oe «.t.A. leaving out the rest. 
tov for ob. 


1360-1362 The words, 6rov—Aéyev, in 1360 appear to me 
to be interpolated. I would read the verses thus: cécai re 
Ovyrav 8 ottis dvOpdrwv rade | woe p’ exovcay «.7.A. Reading 
1353-1363 thus the Pythia will speak six verses after the 
stichomythia, as Ion (reading his speech as I do) did before it, 
for with Dindorf I reject 1364-1368. 


1380, 1381 These verses seem to me to confirm the spurious- 
ness of 1355, 1356. 


1388 I would restore the MS. reading, zor’ av, reading how- 
ever trepBainv for trepBain. 


1395-1401 In this passage I believe, 1395, 1401, are alone 
genuine. A little reflection will I think show, that the fine 
dramatic effect intended by Euripides is satisfied by Creusa 
speaking these two verses and no more. This I say in reference 
to 1398, 1399 (1400, no one would defend), while 1396, 1397 
are clearly interpolated. 1396 is properly assigned by the MSS. 
to the Chorus, for whom it is evidently intended. It should be 
read thus: otyav ov woAXdd Kal aapod’ épeiod por (P. C. rapoiber 
otc Oa. zor). The interpolator, I suppose, had in his mind, that the 
choragus as the special attendant of Creusa, must have known 
of her misfortune, and been pledged by her to silence. The 
verses that follow 1405 seem to me in themselves a refutation of 
the genuineness of 1398, 1399. 


1406 I should prefer, zis ovyxi Seva radra ; puordLopar. Adyw 
I regard as an interpolation, which has affected the beginning of 
the verse. 


1416 I think we should read, 4 rdéAuy yé cov, as Dindorf 
suggests. 

1424 I would restore 6écpa6’, reading ds (otrws) for ws. By 
6éopad’ is meant what is described, 1421, 1423. A colon 
would of course have to be placed after tdacpa. 


1427 I would read: Spdxovré y' dpyyevre, the MS. reading 
being, dpdxovres dpxatov tt. 

1428-14381 These verses, which impertinently interrupt the 
verification of the proofs, I reject as interpolated. 


1523, 1524. 1524 should be rejected as spurious, noueion 
restored in 1523, and wap@évos read there for rapHevots. 

15387 See note on 365. 

1538 Clearly for éuod 6 pov should be read. 

1543 ydpous is clearly right. You could never have been 
named after any father, since I concealed my intercourse with 
your real father, Apollo. yduous, an euphemism. So Virgil, 
conjugium vocat. 

1555-1569 This whole passage seems to me unworthy of 
Euripides, unnecessary, impertinent, and interpolated. In 1562 
I think the interpolator intended, veyyoys (P. C. vouifes) a bar- 
barous aorist from the future veuyjow. 





1570 I would read: é¢’ ofou } éfevg’ appar’ cicaxovoare. The 
interpolation caused S¢ to disappear. The MS. éfevgac6’ is I 
suppose intended for an impossible pluperfect passive, é{evfaoro. 

1579-1594 I regard as one of the usual interpolations so 
often found in speeches of this kind, and which serve to display 
the learning of the interpolator. 

1602 I would read : Hov6w y' iv’ 4 Sdxnors 4d€ws Exp. 

1607 For, évdefduerba, which P. C. read, I would read, 
éxdeSopuer Ga. 

1608 I would read : xei rpiv rotre y’ odyi murray qv. 

1611-1613 I would read thus: racde 8 ciwrots miAas te 
Kat Geod xpnorypia | dvra Svopera rdpoev dopévws mporevverw. 

1615 I believe Athene leaves the stage at this verse, and I 
would read 1616 thus: KP. & réxvov oreiywpev olxovs. 0. ore’y 
épewouas 5’ éyd, leaving out 1617, and assigning the first half of 
1618 to Creusa. 
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8 @ecoxAvuevos with synizesis of Geo is the only form of the 
name admissible in tragedy, just as the same rule obtains with 
NeowrdAeuos. In 1168 I would read: @eoxAvpevos dd€ mais aos 
mpocevverw matep, and in 1643 : @eoxAvpeve, Thode yas K.T.A. 


9, 10 I would reject the words, ér.—dujveyx’, as interpolated. 


11 The MS. reading is efSos. I would read: eidous, ro pytpos 
ayAatop’, érwvypov. Her mother’s darling, named Eido, because 
of her beauty. I regard,6r’ jv Bpédos, as an explanation. 


12 I would read érei & és dxpiv HAGE dpatwy ydpwv, wpaiwv 
being the MS. reading. 7Byv I regard as an explanation. 


16 I would read with Arist. éyoi, not that it matters much, 
but I think on the whole the text of the Helena we find in 
Arist. is more correct than that of C. 


27, 28 I find in these verses some confirmation of my reading 
of Zroades 931. 


69 As Teucer well knows he is in Egypt and Mas come for the 
express purpose of consulting Proteus’ daughter, I think we 
should read thus: Ipwréws yap oixwy ag ws mpocexacat, aga 
agreeing with what follows in 70. 


74-77, 79, 81, 82, 85-88 seem to me all interpolated, and 
contrary to the mind of Euripides. Teucer does not let Helen 
know whom he takes her for, or utter the absurd threats he is 
credited with. The words in 71, 72, are spoken aside and un- 
heard by Helen, who only notices the looks and gestures of 
abhorrence with which Teucer regards her. 85-88, are sufficiently 
condemmed by their intrusion into the stichomythia while the 
corruptions in 74, 76, 77, are indications of interpolation, inter- 
polated verses being frequently carelessly and illegibly scrawled 
on the margin. It will be noted that all runs smoothly and 
naturally, when the verses in question are left out. 


108, 110 I regard as interpolated. Helen carefully avoids 
recognising her doubleas Helen. Compare115. How feeble too 
is 110. 


116 I would read: Mevédeds ye ravryy x7.A. 


121, 122 I regard as interpolated. See Dindorf’s note 
on 122, 

123 Here I would read: dy & év oixos rHde MeveAcws ape ; 
Helen would not acknowledge her double as the wife of Menelaus. 
édpapte I regard as an explanation of r7de. 

126 I should prefer: xeivos y’ ddavros. 

131 Note that the MS. reading is MevéAaov. 

150 I would prefer to read, rediounr, for Sarapiva, regarding 
the latter as an interpolation. 

155 Dindorf says, delet Nauckius. He must mean 154. I 
would read 153, 154, thus: ideiv, dreore 8 év hovats Onpoxtovors. 
The expression qovais @npoxrovots is certainly suspicious, but it 
seems to me the reason of his absence would be given. Perhaps 
we should read: dweori 8 dua xvoiv Onpoxrovors. 

277 I would read: ds 8 ds dyela ras TvxXas Gee povos, and in 
278, moots 708’ Héwv Kai p’ dradrAdgwv xaxdv. Hesychius has : 
éxela wévTia’ 4 ayKvpa mapa TO dxelv év movTw Tas vais; but the 
correct reading appears to be, dxeéa wovria. dyxvpa then I regard 
as an explanation of 6yeia. 

283 Perhaps we should read: wapOeveverar waAau modid, May 
be borrowed from Andr. 348. The fem. is contra metrum, and 
the neuter is intolerable. It is possible however that 282, 283, 
are interpolated. 

288 Paley suggests : xAyOpors dv eipyorev pe, and then observes 
*'We cannot however read this because of p’ in 289.’ But I 
would read there: MevéAewv éAGely péra, ‘ had come in search of 
Menelaus.’ 

291 There is no use in trying to patch up such a verse as this ; 
it is simply interpolated. 

292 I should prefer: viv 8’ obros ovr éor’ x.1.A. 

297 C. reads xal 1o cap’ éori, for which I would conjecture 
TO Te cvverbiev. 

298 ras—xadés. Stephanus’ emendation, was Odvow’ av ody, 
for C.’s rpoOdvow’ av ov, is acceptable, but the corrupt state of these 
words, and the interpolated verses that follow, cast a doubt on 
the genuiness of the clause in question. I think we should read, 
298, 303, in one verse thus: Oaveily xpdticrov otmrep AOopmev 
KQKOV. 


310 I would read : xai rovpradiv ye ravde raAnOn cad. 
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325, 326 I consider the clause, réAn6j—rotode, to be inter- 
polated. 


388, 389 There is no lacuna, but the words, ivix’ —éroiets, are 
interpolated. 

390 I would read: zpiv ’Arpéa ye marépa yevvnjcai o° épov. 
Corruption of yevvjoat o° éudv to yevvnocai pov led to what we 
read. 

395 I would read: orparnAaroivre, pds Biav pév ovdapas, and, 
dpéav6’", in 396. rupavvos ov pev, must I think have been in- 
_ tended in 395. It seems clear however that Agammenon and 
Menelaus must be referred to as leaders, and so the dual is 
required, Possibly in 394, we ought to read, «dary otparov 
Vw K.T.A. . | 

401, 402 The, words ypovov—érepoa, must be interpolated, 
compare 775, 776. 


405-408 The repetition,zdtpas, rdtpay, (405, 407), and of the 
phrase, wdrpav podetv, which occurs in 402, makes me think we 
should read, 407, 408, thus: eionAGe Aaidos, viv dé vavayds rdAas 
K.T.X. . 

418 Ought we perhaps to read, d6vpiav, for, dyGiav? The word 
is certainly suspicious. 

422 Restoring the MS. éxBoAos, I would read, dyumioyopat 
(& durioxojat). 

433, 434 There is certainly something wrong here. I think 
we should read in 434, apeAnp Exoupev av. 


441, 442 Both these verses are corrupt, the first manifestly 
so. Perhaps we should read: & ypata, rov6’ SOovven’ odk adAdws 
A€yets | elorer yer wetropar yap, GAAG dds Adyov. éry in 441 I 
regard as an explanation. In 442 no good sense can be got out 
of éfeort, and as for dds Adyov, it gives the sense required with 
little violence to the text, involving practically only the change 
of one letter. 


445 Euripides could hardly have written, tpoceitkea. Perhaps 
placing @ extra metrum we should read: yy por ov rpoodepe 
xXépa x.7.X. : 

448 I would read: muxpas av ayyedely pe cots olpar Adyous. 
ye is not required, but pe would easily disappear between ayyeAetv 
and gous. I see no reason for changing mixpas to mixpovs, 
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460 I think we should read after Aristophanes (Thesm. 874), 
TIpwréws a8 éori. This removes the difficulty involved in 
OiKEL. 

492,493 are I think interpolated. They are not needed being 
supplied by 495. 


504 seems to me manifestly interpolated, independent of the 
incorrect form MevéAaos, which is an indication of this. 


505-509 The words ¢ye.—padOaxdv (505-508) I regard as 
interpolated. They involve indeed an absurdity, for once Mene- 
laus had presented himself to the king, there would be no escape 
left if he proved hostile. Note that the MS. reading in 505, 
506, is dye. Se por | Suoads «.7.A. The hiatus then, rpocpeva: Exe, 
is a proof there is something wrong, for there is no probability 
in the emendation adopted by Dindorf. I would read then thus : 
peva Sdpwv dvaxta, kal Ta rpoadopa. x.7.A. 


511 I should prefer: dAAovs rupdvvovs airov dvta xKoipavov. 
Baciréa I regard as an explanation. Soin Jph. 7. 1080 P. has 
Tupavvos contra metrum for xoipavos. : 


5380-582 There seems to bea good deal of interpolation in 531 
and dAdoOa in 532 is clearly out of place. I would read the 
passage thus: 9 zavr’ dAnOds of6’* éuov 8 ey rocw | Cv, ddA 
mopOous pupious memAeukora, K.T.A, 


557 I would read as in Thesm. 905: & Oeci, tiv’ aw eicopa ; 
tis el, yivor; and omit 559, 560 as spurious, since they are 
unrepresented there. That we owe 561 to Aristophanes shows 
the kind of text we have to deal with in the Helena. 


564 In Thesm. 910, the MS. reading is: éyw 5 MevéAaov éca 
y é& trav adiwy. Suidas: éyw 5¢ Mevédewy doov éx trav idiwv. 
(8.v. ipvov). I would read then there: éyw 8¢ MevéAew o” ovv, Go” 
éx tav y idvwv, and here: éyw 5€ MevéAew o” otv, Go ex THS Y’ 
éyews. For the Scholiast- of Arist. has: dé€ov eimeiv, éx Trav 
éyéwv. The MeveAcwy of Suidas, I take to have arisen from a 
corruption of Mevédew o’ otv. Note that in Thesm. 901, the MS. 
reading is MevéAaov for which Dindorf rightly reads, MevéAcwv 
{trisyllable). I would observe too that in Thesm, 867 the MS. 
reading is MevéeAaos, for which Dindorf reads MevéAewy (quadri- 
syllable). But the copyists only change MevéAews to MevédAaos, 
when it is a trisyllable or a vocative. I would readthen Thesm. 
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867 thus: otpds zopevbeis otdérw mpocépxerac (Compare Hel. 
49-51) regarding MevéAaos as an explanation of wdous éuds. In 
Aves 509 MevédAaos is quite correct, for it occurs in anapaestics. 

565 I would read dp’ for ydp, as in Thesm. 911. 

577, 578 These corrupt and feeble verses I reject as inter- 
polated. 

580 I have continually to observe that od cannot be elided. 
The MS. reading is ca y’, I would read: dupar’ 7 odbev. Com- 
pare Lucian Dialog. Marin. 4, ad fin. His words are: ovx olda, 
® Mevédae, rin, dv GAAw micrevoeias Tois éavrod dmorov. Lucian 
seems to have had the verse before us in his mind, and his rots 
éavrov suggests oder. . 

587 I would read: was cGpa 5 évOad’ Hv cov év Tpoig 6 dpa. ris 
capa 8 was corrupted to 7s ovv dv, and odv disappeared before 
év. Helen’s answer confirms the reading ody. 

598 I would read: MevéAews, parevwy ws oe Ktyxavw ports. 
‘With what difficulty do I find you.’ 

607 I think we should read this verse thus : Avrotea 8’ dvrpov 
€v0a coi of’ éowfoper, and in 608, rocdvd’ defer. We thus get 
rid of cezvov, which is certainly objectionable. Disappearance 
of &§ in 607, would account for what we read. 

609 I would read dca 7’ for wdvres 7. All the Trojans 
were to be pitied, but only such Greeks as lost their lives. 

613 The MS. reading is zarép’, not wddw. The verse is, I 
think, spurious. 

621 I would read here: gvppayxotor o@ rove, for o@ wore Kal 
fvppdxous, and ols ddyy, in 620. dédynv is the MS. reading, for 
which Dindorf has parnv. 

675 “Hpa is no doubt an explanation in 674, but it does not 
follow it should be used to patch up this verse. The MN. reading 
is tivwy, and ti vey, does not commend itself. I would read : 
tivwv tiow (from riots) xpylovea mpoobeivar Kaxav; xaxav is the 
MS. reading. 

679 i 3 &k xpiceds cor tavd Edn’ “Hpa xaxov ; ti; why? The 
MS. reading is: ri 8 és xpiow co ryvd’ Ey’. és xpiow, arose 
from the common corruption of éx to éis. 

705 is certainly interpolated, for Menelaus should only speak 
one verse. Perhaps Hartung is right in rejecting the ri dys that 
follows extra metrum. 


Ta TAaYAUG Tpagas €uTvXeoTaTa. 1 Oaradly UAINE BUripiGes wou 
have written such a verse. I should be disposed then to read 
718, 719 thus: orevdwy pév oddtv, abropara St mdvr’ exe. 

751 008’ “EAevos is a conjecture of Porson’s, the MS. reading 
being ovdév ye. I believe the verse to be interpolated, and that 
752 which Dindorf rejects is genuine. 

755, 757 I suspect are interpolated, very likely from some 
other play or plays,and I would read in 756: xovdeis érAovryo”’ 
éurvpois Gv dpyos wv, rejecting them. 

/ 770, 771 There is certainly interpolation in these verses. I 
would read: pvOwy, A€ywy 6’ adxapvov dAryoiny dis adv. This av 
would then apply to éuwAjoayu in 769, where I would restore the 
MS. ob ydp. 

775 The MS. reading is évavovov. I would read év vavoiv av. 


785, 786 are I think interpolated. 787 answers admirably 
to 784, and the style of 785 is sufficient to cast suspicion on it. 


810 I should prefer otros for ovrw, and in 811 I would read 
ov oot for coe. For ddvvar’ in 811 we are indebted to Stobaeus, 
C. reading dduvarov. 

825 The MS. reading is ei ras, which I would restore. It is 
a mistake to suppose that «i dv with opt. is inadmissible. Com- 
pare Med. 941, 

829 I would read Aabdvre 5’ of. The MS. reading is Adbpa 8 
600 which seems to be meant for AaOpa dé py. 

833, 834 are I believe interpolated. 835 answers forcibly 
and pertinently to 832, when they are left out. 

839, 840 I believe to be interpolated, and imitated from 
Ale, 375, 376. Note that in 838 the MS. reading is rots viv 
not roivvy. rots viv, I believe to be intended for ris viv, for which 
I would read rjode. 8 would disappear before Sefias. Rejecting 
then 839, 840, I restore the MS. reading reAcurjow, in 840. 


847-849 otd’'—dzaida. This connects ill with da—éyo (849, 
850) and does not seem to me to be in the style of Euripides. 
Note too that the MS. reading in 849 is rév @noéws re maida. 
Rejecting them then as interpolated, I would read 850 thus: ovx 
dfiwoas da Sdpapta xatOaveiv. 


854 We should surely read é¢’ with anastrophe. 





EUR, HEL. 177 


858-862 The words xrurei—Avbévrwy (859, 860) should clearly 
precede éxBatvec—Q@eovdy (858, 859). I regard then the latter as 
interpolated, and would endeavour to restore the passage thus: 
dwAduerGa, Mevédrews: xruret Sopos | kApOpwv AvOevrwv> hedy’> drap 
ri pevxtéov; | Kod yap wapodtca @eovdyn ao” dadtypévov | dSedp’ older: 
® Svornvos, ws dzwAdpyv. The intrusion of éxBatve: x.7.rX. led to 
the expulsion of @eovdn, in 861, and to the verse being patched 
up as we find it. I have also to observe that diarpdoooua: seems 
only used in the sanse here required in the perf. past. dvawerpay- 
pévos, and not in the ind. perf. 


863, 864 I regard these verses as interpolated. They connect 
ill with what goes before, and would rather suggest dxrwAov than 
dmwdopnv. Moreover it seems to me that as Helen speaks 862 
Theonoe passes out of the house on to the stage, reducing her to 
silence. 


866 I would read: ceicov d€ ceuvod péecrov és aifépos prxdv. 
aidépos puxdv, the zenith, The MS. reading is: Oelov 5: ceuvod 
becpov aifépos puxav. 


886 I would read: ro xdAdos tod’ ExaTe pipnrots ydpots. 
“Edens ovver’, has arisen from an explanation of rycde, and disap- 
pearance of ju led to pros, when zprapévn suggested dvyrois (the 
MS. reading). Compare piyzyaros in 875, which is read with 
certainty for ryunparos, where possibly the same idea of purchase 
may have intruded itself. 


892 Scaliger’s emendation produces a sense no doubt, but 
hardly a satisfactory one. The whole speech from 876 is 
addressed to Menelaus, and as I believe this verse too. I would 
read: ti dys; adeAPoO 'vradOa onuav® o° éua| wapdvT’ «.7.X. 
‘What say you? Shall I announce that you are present here to 
my brother?’ Note that the MS. reading is oypavd y éyd. a” 
dropped out before the € of éuw, and was supplied by y’. The 
absence of o’ caused the insertion of rdvde, and expulsion of 
évradvOa. So too ri dys, was corrupted to ris eis, the MS. 
reading. 


894 Helen not suffering Menelaus to answer, pleads herself 
on his behalf. 


913 The MS. reading being av drodotn roré, we should, I think, 
simply strike out av, which can be supplied from 912. 


N 
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916 As this verse is read, the Soxé pév of 917 gives the very 
opposite to the sense required. I would read then, 915, 916 
thus: mdrepoy 6 Sainwv xd Oavav ra rdv réAas | AaBovre Kai Bov- 
Aowr’ av drodotva: wdAw. C. has no od after 7, which is supplied 
by Canter. Reading thus doxw pé& gives the sense it ought 
to give. 

924 I do not think there is any lacuna before this verse, but 
that 920-923 are interpolated, and that we should read 919, 924 
thus: dA’ otca pavris kai ta Get’ Hyounevy | tHv dOAiav ep’ K.7A. 
Note that in 922 C. reads dixyy not xdpu. 

929,930 929 is defective at the end. oré is due to Nauck. 
Aldus reads ré\w. I think there is interpolation, and I would 
read the two verses thus: #v 8 “EAAdS’ EAOw, yvovres ws Téxvats 
Gedy «.7.X. 

936 I should prefer to read: xel piv xataodayeis 68’ év mupa 
’réOy. Disappearance of & before é led I suppose to xarerpdyy 
(for so C. reads, not xareordAn) and intrusion of Oavdr. 


955 C. reads éuyv, which I would restore, not éyv. 

958 is I think as much interpolated as 957, and I would 
read in 959: a7’ dé «.7.X. | 

961 For 7é6w I would read rode. 

962, 963 I would read in one verse: & yépov, daira thy énnv 
Sdpapra oe, rejecting, 6s—dddos, as interpolated. 

973, 974 I would reid: 4 ryvd’ dvdyxacdv ye OeoreBois 
‘matpos | wy joow gpavetoay rap’ dw av Sovvar A€xyn. py Yoow 
corrupted to peifw led to xpetoow, which O. reads, as also y’ 
evoeBovs in 973 and rap’ arodotvar in 974. 


993 I would read: xreiv’, ei doxet wot, cot yap od KaAGs KTevels. 
The expl. of, od xadds, SvoxAcds, borrowed from 1001, got into 
the text. The second cof too not improbably disappeared. 


998-1000 I look on the words, xai BovAopar | Pid 7’ enav- 
THv, a8 an interpolation, and would read thus: éyw wépuxd 7 
evoeBelv Kov mwatpos dv | KAéos pidvaip’, ovdé x.7.A., reading in 1001 
with C. darvjoopar 

1006 What probability is there that Kuzpis should be altered 
to the MS. reading ydpis? I would read here: 7 yxdpis 8 ey, 

But the favour is mine,’ omitting 1007 as interpolated, as 
Dindorf justly holds 1008 to be. 
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1022 C. reads: riv efodov y’ etpicxere. This to my mind 
points to, eipioxere, being an explanation, and I would read: tiv’ 
Efodov Onpevere. 


1032 I would read: MevéAcws, 16 viv mpds rapGévov ceowopeBa. 
70 viv opposed to the roivOévde of 1033. 


1033 1 would read: rotvOévde Set SE rods Adyous héepovrd oe 
«.7.A. Corruption of, de, to 54, led to, yon. Further once d¢€é 
became $y, it was clear dé could not follow it. 


1041-1045 It is to be noted that C. assigns the words, 
ddvvarov elas, (1043) to Helen, and they do not satisfactorily 
nnswer to what precedes, when attributed to Menelaus. I 
think then they have taken the place of something that has — 
disappeared at the beginning of the verse, and that they should 
be substituted in 1045 for, ovx dy o’ dvdcyor. They will then 
give a perfectly satisfactory sense, while for, ovyjoaey dv, I 
would read, ovyjoee o’ av. Note that the MS. reading is, ov« dv 
dvacyour, and that while o’ is clearly required, it would much 
more naturally drop out after ovyjoee than after adv. The 
interpolator I take it wrote, ov« dy 8 dvdcyour’. As to what has 
dropped out in 1043, I would suggest, dxove 5 at@is. Compare 
1035. Just as Helen rejects Menelaus’ proposal to kill Theocly- 
menus as impracticable in 811, so here she treats his idea of 
hiding himself in the house for the same purpose as equally so. 


1051-1056 1051, 1052, are confused and corrupt, and 
though it may be a stale device in tragedy, that a person should 
be supposed to be dead, who afterwards turns out to be alive, it is 
hardly appropriate for Menelaus (1056) to say so. Note too 
that C. assigns 1056 to Helen. 1053, 1054, moreover appear to be 
very little to the purpose. I would read then the passage thus : 
ME. xaxds pev opus, py Oavov Adyw Oaveiv. | cwrnpias 5& totr’ exe 
ri vav akos; rejecting the rest. 

1068 cvyxa6yjow, which signifies, ‘let down into the sea along 
with you,’ must of course not be connected with év oxade, which 
should be construed with guyrAevoouar. A mark of interroga- 
tion should be placed at the end of the verse, as Helen’s words 
in 1069 show. ‘ 


1089 I would read xepds with Dobree for xpoos. 


1100 I hold with Nauck to be interpolated, and so too are, 
1103, 1104. 


N 2 
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1168 see note on 9. 

1196 I would read: mocts éuds. MevéAaos an expl. as in 
Thesm. 867. 

1201 I would read: pddor 8’ dp’ ds of’ eyo xpnlw moreir. 
‘May he depart as I wish him to depart,’ that is in safety. 
The words are spoken aside. C. reads ds without of’. of of’ is 
due to Dobree. 


1208 For davdry I would read wrértpy. 
1215, 1216 I believe are interpolated. 


1218-1221 These verses are a manifest interpolation. What 
they contain is absolutely idle and purposeless, while 1222 
naturally and properly answers to 1217. Moreover what does 
Theoclymenus know of Helen’s double? Again vedéAn never 
seems to be used of the false Helen, except twice in jest by the 
old sailor in 706, 750 (for 705 is interpolated since it is plain 
Menelaus should only speak one verse). She is always, eidwAov. 
It is true we find in 1135, vedédav é&y vavoly dywy, but it is im- 
mediately followed by, efSwAov ipdv ”"Hpas, and the passage where 
it occurs (1132-1136) is certainly corrupt. It clearly refers to 
Menelaus reaching Malea on his return from Troy, and being 
driven off the coast by contrary winds. See Odys. 3. 286 seq. 
In 1132, BapBdpov orodGs, is evidently corrupt. I would read 
1132 thus: ddiweva 8 Euorev Gpea Tpwias orareis. For euorev 
compare 1117. mode was expelled by the explanation of dpea, 
Marea. Tpwias, from Troy. Tpwias crareis: oradeis was cor- 
rupted to oroAds, which suggested BapBdpov oroAas. Compare 
BapBdpw wAdra in 1125. For vepéday in 1135 I would read, 
Mevédas. Thus we get a satisfactory sense and construction, for 
we want the name of the man, who did all this. Whether 
vepéAay was an explanation of eidwAov, or arose from pe disappear- 
ing, I cannot say. The object of the chorus is to show, how the 
false Helen brought trouble on Paris, Menelaus, the Greeks, 
every one she had to do with. 

1225 I would read: ¢gitos yap for’ &’, worep Fv wor 
€vOd5 av. 

1228 which has absolutely no connexion with what Helen 
says in 1227, answers properly to 1225. 1226, 1227 are then 
interpolated. 6avetv is read by C. in 1227, but Jacobs’ emend- 
ation, Aabety, seems certain. For ov in 1228 I would read aod. 
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1229 I would read: tov Oavdvr’ go’ éav; Is it fitting to 
neglect him who is dead? ox’ was corrupted to ovx. 

1234, 1235 are I think interpolated. Helen has already 
consented to marry Theoclymenus, and 1235 gives no answer to 
the ézi r@ of 1234, but simply repeats 1233 in another form. 


1236 Perhaps we should read, éxdp@ 7d vetkos otv x.7.A. 
Comp. Phoen. 264. 


1246 I would read was 57 for was Sad, or perhaps, wis 8’; 
eA Act pac. : 

1257-1259 1257 and 1259 seem to me interpolated, and I 
would assign 1258 to Menelaus, reading it thus: odafew pév 
Huw irmov 7% Tadpov vopos. 

1270 ri 8y, and éx rivos, cannot well stand together. I would 
read éx Tov d€ voutpov tovro yat EAAds oeBet ; 

1286 I think there is no lacuna, and that we should read: 
Tpvxov' moots ods Mevédews exer worpov, and in 1287, wadw for 
moots. oeauTyy has arisen from an explanation, rpvye ceavryy. 
Ald. reads rpvyxov ov. 


1289 I would read with Hartung, vvevvov for roaw xpy, and 
change the colon after vedvi in 1288 to a comma. 


1297, 1298 Striking out the words, oix—evepyerjow o’, as 
interpolated, 1 would read, rvxdv, in 1296, and, éoOyr’ dueufor, 
in 1297. Thus Menelaus and Helen speak six verses each. 


1374, 1375 I agree with Dindorf that 1374 is interpolated, 
and as the text stands, there appears no doubt to be a lacuna. 
I would however read 1375, 1376 thus: kal pyv KaOyoew eis ar 
dedXov moors | SrA’, euBadrwv x7.rX. Kal wqv, appropriately indicates 
that at this moment Menelaus appears on the stage, where he takes 
@ position in the back-ground. dows was expelled from 1375 by 
the interpolated verse 1374. I am also of opinion that the 
interpolator wrote revyy, as the dvyjpwacev of the text indicates, 
and as Barnes suggests. For if év réxy had been the original 
reading we should surely have found, avyjprac’. Reading, revxn, 
however leaves the verse without a caesura, which is enough to 
condemn it, 

1385-1389 I hold the words xat c¢—zoré (1387-1389) to be 
interpolated, and I would read 1385, 1386, thus: otyyréov 6’. 68’ 


a “a ” 
éxmepa yap ovv xepoiv | yduous éroimous tovs guods Exew doxdy. 
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(otv, 6 év). There is no indication in anything that follows of any 
idea of delivoring the chorus being entertained by Helen, and it 
is clear it would be impossible. A similar interpolation of like 
import is found in the Iphigeneia among the Tauri, where the 
denouement resembles that which we find here. I will deal with 
the passage in question in its place. There the idea turns up 
again on two occasions, but in both manifestly from inter- 
polatation. 


1409 I think we should read: xdpoi tw’ Epxerat yap és TvxnV 
rade. It was disappearance of the t of «doi before 7 led to what 
we read. 

1443 Here I would read: \xovor 8’ ypiv opOrov ras gvypdopas. 
The MS. reading is zpos Séras, intended no doubt for zpos 
Aéras, and substituted metri gratia for zpos alzos, an explanation 
of dp@ov’ pods alzros is an ordinary expression for, in adversum, 
which zpds A€ras is not, for no example can be adduced. See 
Lid. and Scott. 8.v. dpfi0s, and compare Xen. Anab. 4.12. odd 
yap paov ophov dpuaxet i€va. 

1447 I regard as certainly interpolated, and so I suspect are 
1448-1450. If we retain them and reject 1447, we must read 
Aumpov 7’ for kat Avzp’ in 1448. The MS. reading is xai Aumpa y’. 
Leaving out 1447-1450, Menelaus will speak six verses to 
Theoclymenus’ twelve. 


1493 The MS. reading is Mevédaos, and MevéAews is as in- 
admissible here as MevéAaos in iambics. I would suggest, yOovos 
avag. MevéAaos an explanation. 

1512-1514, 1512 is no doubt interpolated, but so too is 
1513. Iwould read 1514, thus: AT. dvag—. QE. ti 8 forw; 


AT. GAN’ dp’ éxrovetv ce xpy «.7.A. and prvyotedpal’ for yuvatkds 
in 1515. 


1517 I would read: MevéAeds od’ éxetvos x.7.A. 

1523-1525 I think Theoclymenus should only speak two 
verses. I would read then: ov yap 7Amoa | rocovcde vatras piav 
trepdpapety xépa. 

1535, 1536 I regard these verses as interpolated. In 1535 


however for, eis €v Hv, I would read éfe. The i of imu though 
rarely shortened is yet capable of being so. 


1546 is I suspect interpolated, The MS. reading is dxovra, 
not arovra, but I do not doubt it is rightly corrected. I think 
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however 1543, 1544 have been tampered with. I would read: & 
tdAaves, ot Opavoavres Were oxados, and ay’ for dp’ in 1545, restor- 
ing the MS. reading évvOarrere. Perhaps too instead of rejecting 
1546, we should read: dv Tuvddpetos nde xevoradet xopy, regarding 
amovra. a8 an explanation of xevoradet brought in from the 
margin. . 

1548 I would read, xrepicpara. I think the évdAa xrepicpara 
of 1391 has suggested to some one to coin the word zovricpara. 
See Dindorf’s note. 

1564 I would read: zpdyepos Of6n and dacyavos in 1563, 
‘And his sword at the same time appeared ready drawn.’ The 
MS. reading is, doe. 


1567-1568 are inconsistent with what goes before, and 
clearly interpolated. Probably the interpolator regarding the 
resistance of the bull as ill-omened, inserted these verses in order 
to supply a certain presage of the divine favour. Compare 
Aristocles (Anth. Jacobs.) tov é& dyéAns yap apedy | tatpov, dv 
OUK alpovo’ dvépes ovde Séxa, TovTov ypats oreixovoa povy pdvov 
ovatos éAxer | TOvd éxt Bwpdovy 6 8’ as parépe mais wera. cov TOE, 
Adparep, cov T6 oevos. 

1575 The emendation, fof, cannot stand. I would read: 
luya 0’ dp’ égeripardato. The MS. reading, dpOpia, I hold to have 
arisen from an explanation, édpia, corrupted to, ofpia. There are 
other corruptions here, xeAevorod in 1576 having become, 





xeXevov. 

1580 oo. having disappeared after oi the copyists supplied 
pot, for no other reason it would seem than because it makes 
nonsense. 

1586-1587 Here I would suggest that we should read : 


picac6’ én’ dxras Navadias pe tyvde re | Sduapr’ dovdov «.7.A., 
odéoar’ being an explanation of jpicacé’ which got into the text, 
éx yns for éx thode yas is not very satisfactory, and it is unneces- 
sary. On the other hand rjvée is appropriate, for as he invoked 
Poseidon Menelaus would point out Helen by a gesture. 

1590 I would read: cla 5y, xéAeve ov x... cla dy, was 1 
suppose corrupted to vay, and the verse was patched up by pre- 
fixing vag, or ag. See Dindorf’s note. 

1597 For, AotcBov, I would read, @accov. Disappearance of 
@ after & of ris led to Noor, and Xorbor. 
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1611 For dvagé I would read Mevédews. Anything but 
MevéAews (trisyllable) is the rule of the copyists. 


1620 I would read: MevéAewy av, dvaé. The second ay seems 
required. But it seems to me not improbable that these verses 
should be continued t6 the messenger, in which case I would read 
yap for ror’ in 1619. 


1627-1641 The verses which are here absurdly attributed to 
the chorus plainly belong to the messenger, and how it could 
occur to any one to suppose them spoken by a woman, is to me 
incomprehensible. Dindorf has this note on 1630. Notandum 
masculinum numeri singularis de choro mulierum dictum. In 
any case it is said not of the chorus but the choragus. Whether 
what he says is true or not I cannot tell, but this is not an 
example, 


1640 Perhaps we should read: ddd’ éuée: mpd yap Seororav. 
ws is not often used for ydp, except after an imperative. C. 
reads éué: 2pd derrorav. 


1643 See note on 9. 


1653, 1654 I regard as interpolated. éA@ety in 1655, 
depends on the éxp7v of 1651. 


1659 I would reject with Nauck. 


1671 I regard as spurious. Nothing can be harsher than the 
way xAéfas in 1672 has to be construed with, Szdprys, if we 
retain it. 


1673 For ¢povpod I would read, @opixov, and dxryv with a 
small a. Compare Strabo p. 399. mpoxetrat pév... mpo Tov Wopiov 
(such is the MS. reading for which Casaubon rightly reads 
@opikov) xal rod Yovviov vacos “EX€vy. 


1684, 1685 seem to me interpolated. They are bad in 
themselves, and they involve a prodigious piece of impertinence 
on the part of Theoclymenus. Moreover he compliments Helen, 
in 1686, 1687, in a more becoming manner. But I regard it as 
not improbable that they too are interpolated. 
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1 I would read: & yijs eos radaidv, "Ivdxou @’ vdwp. Apyos I 
regard as an explanation, and a copula seems required. 6v may 
have disappeared after ov and led to, foal. _ 

17 I think this verse is interpolated. The repetition of the 
name Orestes after its mention in 15 is an indication of this. 
18, I also suspect. There is something displeasing in, rpodevs, 
Tpépev. 

19-21 I believe is an interpolation, and I would read in 22: 
keivyv 5é deioas maida py Téxor wore, leaving out 19-21. Note 
that zaidas ‘Apyeiwy is the MS. reading, and zowdropas in 23. 

26 is also in my opinion spurious, and in 27 I would read : 
ktavely €BovAevo’, ovca 8’ duddpwv Guws. C. reads, xravelyad éBov- 
AevoavtT’, auodpwv § guws. ode is unnecessary, and we are better 
without it. 

35-38 is in my opinion as much interpolated as 40-42, which 
Kirchhoff rejects. 

44 Dindorf says Nauck rejects this verse, but that is im- 
possible, unless he rejected 45 as well, and read in 46, eivp 
Katyoxuv’, «.7.A. I should prefer to read here: zapGévos dé 57 
’oT ert. 

55-59 There is no doubt interpolation here, but I do not 
think the passage is satisfactorily dealt with by simply rejecting, 
57-59, as Nauck does. I would read 55, thus: épas 100° dyyos 
ws éhedpevoy apa, and place a mark of interrogation at the end of 
56. rade seems to me out of place here. 

61 I should prefer to read: yapra, for, ydprra. 


62, 63 are I think interpolated. There is no trace anywhere 
of what is stated in 62. 

72 seems to me interpolated. 73 naturally follows 71. 

85-87 The position of, ravaAcOpos pytyp (86, 87), is singular, 
and the expression seems borrowed from 60. Also the MS. 
reading uvorypiwy in 87 is suspicious, for there is no probability 
in the emendation ypyornpiwy. I regard the clause, deiv’— xpyo- 
Typtwv, aS an interpolation, and I would read: zpdacaové & 
mpacow rapa Geot & adixduny x.7.A. 


108-110 Ishould prefer to read: dyOos pepovoay émi xexappevw 
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capa’ éLipued’, qv re tyod eros Sefwueba, omitting 111 as inter- 
polated, and placing a colon after dAX’ in 107. 

219 is, I suspect, interpolated. Rejecting it I would read in 
218: devywpev, olpov xara ov, mpos Sopovs 8 eyo. ot is not 
addressed by Electra to any attendant, for she has none, but to 
the choragus. Compare 107. Note too the 7AvOov of 168 which 
justifies ov here. The Oés of 140 suggests an attendant, but I 
would read there, 60. 


226 The MS. reading is, od xadds. I would read, ws xadds. 


233-236 These verses are certainly interpolated. Electra. is. 
perfectly aware where Orestes is, por is he a homeless fugitive,’ 
but well cared for by Strophius. 


244. For, ri dai, I would read, ri 8° ai. 


247 éetvos I regard as inadmissible in Euripides in iambics. 
With Sophocles of course it is otherwise. In the only other 
instance in which it occurs (ph. 7. 798) it is not required by 
the metre, and I would read, gév’. Here then I would read: 
eynpaperO’, & Sev’, dre Oavdoipov yapov. 

251 I would read: éy roicd’ éxeivos ots Spas vate. Sdpors. 
Orestes’ answer shows in any case that, vaie, not, vaiw, was 
originally read. I should place a mark of interrogation at the 
end of 252. Disappearance of the o” of éxetvos, and corruption 
of ots dpas to éfopos, might account for what we read. 

253 I should prefer : wrévys ye yevvaios S¢, Kas eu’ edoeBijs. 

266-269 seems to me interpolated, and made up from 23 
and 39. Note that in 268 the MSS. reading is, ws zaidas d766e 
HL) TEKoLs TowarTopas. 

270, 271 are also I believe interpolated. The question in 
270 is absurd. Was Electra likely to take Aegisthus into her 
confidence, or her mother either for that matter, and how then 
was he to know? The caution too implied in 272 naturally 
follows 269. 

277 I would read adpos for watyjp. mdpos corrupted to 
watpos, led 1 suppose to zaryp. So Herwerden reads, 


294-296 I regard as interpolated, and made up partly from 
H.F, 299-301, partly from Med. 304, 305, 


312, 313 appear to me as much interpolated as 311. 
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314 I would read thus: ®pvyiowws 5’ 4 rexotod p’ év oxvdrev- 
pact | Opdvy xdOyrat x.r.A. I read asIdo in 314, to get rid of 
the impossible anapaest in Ppvyiowws pytyp éuy, is an explana- 
tion of, 7 rexotvod pe. 

860 This verse is spurious. The éradoi of Orestes and 
Pylades had no existence but in the interpolator’s imagination. 


383 I would read ov por for od py. ror, pleonastic. 


393, 394 The clause ywpciv—évrds, is interpolated. See note 
on 360. Rejecting it we must also strike out, ws, in 394. 


409-413 There is certainly much interpolation here. dirov 
is quite out of place in 409, and 411 is not the sort of verse 
Euripides would write. In 413 too the MS. reading, airov rovd’, 
is suspicious, and, ddrypéevov. I would read the passage thus: 
Xwpov taraiov és tpopov Todpod warpds, | ds dudi Tavadv wdAcos 
éxBeBAnpevos: | moipvacs Suapret, pos Somous KéAeve viv K.T.A. 

489, 490 zpcoBacw, rpooBiva. ravde, rode, suggest inter- 
polation. I would read 489 thus: as tpdcBacw oréyy 7a8 épOiav 
éxet, and leave out 490 as interpolated. 


496,497 Here there are various objections to the text as it 
stands. The anapaest in wadadv (497) is suspicious, not to say 
impossible, and re seems excluded by the re of 496. Also the 
repetition of rade at the end of 495, 497, is offensive. I would 
read then 495-497 thus: zoiyuvys veoyvov Opéupa, Onoavpicpa re 
Baxxov tradavov éeAwv revyéwy T00e. 

505, 506 505 is clearly interpolated from Phoenissae 378, 
and 506 ought to follow 504. I would read then in 506: éuod 
Te watpos, which depends on dvéuvyoev in 504. 

507, 508 are an example of Rule 3. But in 507 I think we 
should read of for oot. This gives point to the old man’s 
reply. Electra says, ‘You brought him up with no profit to 
himself.’ ‘Yes,’ answers the old man, ‘I brought him up indeed 
with no profit to himself, but yet I would not suffer it to be so, 
and therefore I paid him the last duties at his tomb.’ In 508 
the MS. reading is yotv not 8’ oty. Perhaps we should read 
5° ov, und yotv for y’ ovx. 

519 Oavpaca is here used in a sense similar to davydlets 
in 84, _ 

521 The MS. reading is, ypwpar’ airs. I would read then, 
Xpopa ravTys K.T.X. 


525, 526 That these verses have been tampered with there 
can be no doubt. The spurious verses, 545, 546, were intended, 
I believe, to be inserted after 526, and I correct 525, 526, from 
them thus: ei xpurrov és yqv tyvd’ dv AiyicBov cxomois | Aabovra 
tov énov ~vyyovov Soxeis poNetv. 

538-540 I would read these verses thus: ov« é06’ mus yvotns 
dv éfvgacpa ois | xepidos, dv @ viv exAraa wy Oavev; The old 
man should I think only speak two verses. 

543 The MS. reading is, viv tatr’ dv, not raira viv. I would 
read then : zis otv & tore ve viv dy dumicxo. pdpy. Disappearance 
of wy before viv, and of the az of déuzicxo, led to what we read. 

553 I would read & yivar for ’HAéxrpa. 

558, 559 The words, domep — xapaxtnp’, are re) 
Orestes should only speak one verse. 

573, 574 As the old man should speak only one verse, I 
believe the words, év tatpis—e6’, are interpolated. 

584 is I believe interpolated. As Electra speaks two verses 
and a half (577-579) so should Orestes here. 

609-611 Note that the MS. reading in 609 is, éAwidas. The 
confused construction also suggests interpolation. I would then 
reject 609 as interpolated, reading ws mdéAw for cai wodw in 611. 
I do not think, as I before observed on Suppl. 776, that AaBeiv 
by itself can be used in the sense of, ‘ recover.’ 

615 I think we should read : ovd’ av &s ears. ‘ You would be 
no further advanced if you got within the walls.’ (Or perhaps 
el6’ €Xous). 

630, 631 are probably interpolated. No one could recognise 
Orestes who had been taken away as a mere child. The old man 
only recognises him by a, scar. 

641, 642 are, I think, interpolated. Their style is suspicious, 
and 643 perfectly answers to 640. There is no probability in 
the emendation, éy raya, for, év roca (641). The interpolator 
wrote I think, otv rdce. 


646-649 648 gives no satisfactory sense as it stands. I 
would then omit 647, and assign 646 to Orestes, reading zds 
ov for éyw, giving 648 to Electra, and reading thus: éywy’ 
éxeiva, adv TUX Ojnow kadds. There can be no objection to Electra 
speaking two verses, for the second introduces a new stichomythia 
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between Electra and the old man. But I am in no way satisfied 
with 649 as we read it. I would read: trnperety vov, & yépov, 
Seto’ ovv rdde. Note that rode not dde, is the MS. reading. de? 
o’ ovv corrupted to dvotv, led, I suppose to what we read. 

656 I would read this verse thus: Aoyxet’ dxovovo’ cic’ éuod 
vobayevods. ‘ When she hears of it she will come to the birth-place 
of my bastard.’ OC. reads, Aoyei’, not, Adxu’, and voojparos. For 
Aoxeta in the sense of ‘place of birth,’ compare Jph. 7. 1241. 
vooyparos arose I suppose from an explanation yvdfov, corrupted 
to vécov. elo’, may. have dropped out after the ove of dxovovo’. 
But I hold 653, 654; 657-659; and 662 to be interpolated. 
Omitting them, placing 661 before 660, and reading 656 as 
above, 652-663 will run thus: HA. d€yo p’ drdyyeAX’ otcav 
dpoevos toxov. IIP. xai 69 ti tovto pytpi mpooBdAdea dovov; HA. 
Aoxet’ dxovovo’ cic’ Euovd vobayevots. TIP. Kat piv im’ airas y’, 
eicitw Sdpwv miAas. HA. éAPodtoa pévroe SyAov ws ardAXAvTat. 
TIP. ei yap Odvoust rotr’ idov éyo wore. Thus all is plain, con- 
secutive, and consistent. In 662 I think we should read rééa 
for rode, and understand: Is it a light matter for her to take 
the road to Hades? though the interpolator may have intended, 
ovKovv Tobe OpKpov Tparrecbat eis “Atdod; with the same sense, which 
however would be decisive against the genuineness of the verse. 

671-684 Nothing I think can be more confused and interpo- 
lated than this passage as it is given in the text. I think it 
should be read thus: OP. © Zed warpwe kai tporat’ éyOpav épav. 
HA. “Hpa te Bwpav % Mouxyvaiwy xpareis. OP. vixyv dds fyiv ei 
dixat’ airovpefa. HA. dds dnta warpds Toiade tywpov Siknv. OP. 
ot 7 ® kdtw yns avociws oikav wdrep,—HA. dpvv’ duvve roicde 
giAraros téxvots. OP. jxovcas & Seiv’ “é€ eins pytpos mabuv ; 
HA. avr’, old’, dxover tade waryp: otetxev 8 dxuy, leaving out 
all the rest. 

688 I suspect is interpolated. 


689 Here I would read : Sduous 8 éow Bao” cdrpereis tornoomat, 
and reject 690-693 as interpolated, continuing 694, 695 to Electra 
(Dindorf’s 694 should be 695). 696-698 I also reject as interpo- 
lated, as the confused construction of 697, 698 sufficiently indi- 
catgar- What Electra makes the house ready for in 689, is the 
murder of Clytaemnestra. 

764 is I think interpolated. As Electra speaks three verses 
(767-769) one would expect the messenger to do the same here. 


the order I give is the natural one, and zo: is clearly indicated by 
Orestes’ answer. The MS. reading, zopeveoGe +’ évre, points to 
gore having been removed from its proper place. The oz of zotos 
can be shortened, though the examples are rare. Of the two ex- 
amples given by Lid. and Scott, Aesch. Suppl. 911 is no doubt sus- 
ceptible of correction, and accordingly Dindorf has inserted rivos 
in his text. But setting aside the extreme improbability of 
wotov being substituted for rivos, can any one doubt that zoiov 
there is in itself to be preferred to rivos? The example however 
in Arist. Verp. 1369 is not capable of being corrected, for every 
one must see that zoiav is the very word required, and here 
Dindorf better advised has not adopted H. Christian’s inept 
suggestion mas. Possibly he held zotos might be shortened in 
comedy but not in tragedy. 

800 C. reads opay:’—évédepov. I would read : odayet’ érédepov. 

819 I would read : 6 S¢ xomiS eixpdrynrov x.t.A. Lregard Awpid’ 
as an explanation taken from 836. 

828 I would read zAéa: with Camper (unless that is a misprint 
for Canter). 

830, 831 I should prefer: ws 8’ éoxvOpafe, Seamdrns of’ avic- 
rope’ | ri xpnu’ aOvuets ; xd pev, dppwd twa, «.7.A. 

842, 843 #AdAoge cannot be right. Perhaps we should read : 
wav S¢ SvabvjocKkwy Séuas | dyw Kxatw 7’ ynomaipe Kadedifero. mav 
déuas, through his whole frame. It seems to me that to use 
SvcbvyjoKwv otherwise than of a person is incorrect. 

855-857 Orestes as appears from what follows does not 
bring the head of Aegisthus, but his whole body with the head 
on. I would read then in 857 leaving out 856, vexpov dépwv 
AlytoOov x.7.X. 

881, 882 I would read: yeyws, ‘Opéora, ojs copys Séfar orépy. 
What the fight at Ilium has to do here I cannot see, and I rather 
suspect that dvadya is nota garland, but a female head-orna- 
ment. Compare Hip. 82. 


885 is I suspect interpolated. 


886, 887 I.would read: oi 7’ Szapacrior’ & éuijs Séxou xeEpos | 
orépavov x.t.X.  IIvAddy is an explanation. Why it is I do not 
know, but so it is, that Euripides always places IIvAddys at the 
beginning of a verse. 889 I believe to be interpolated. 
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896-899 are I suspect interpolated. If we omit them and 
read Electra’s speech as I propose, she and Orestes will speak six 
verses each. 


918-920 Reading dor’ éArica in 918, I would read 919, 920 
thus: yypavta, tavTyy és aé y’ odx Efe xaxynv omitting the clause 
€uod0—Aéxn (920) as interpolated. 

922, 923 I would read: iorw 8’ Grav Sduapta tov divePOopas } 
Kpu@rais Tis ebvais «.t.A. Corruption of kpurrais tis, to KpuTraicn, 
would lead to what we read. 

927-929 are I suspect interpolated. 

931 I woald read: yuvatkds dvnp x.t.AX. 


942 aipe xaxd, is certainly corrupt. Perhaps we should read . 
épvxerat, ‘is retained.’ Comp. Phil. 1153, avednv épvxeras, ‘ remains 
free to you.’ 


948 The MS. reading is dpapwy. dpapds is hardly a satisfactory 
correction. Perhaps we should read: xddAa ode 6 aipay. ode 
would disappear before @at. 


959-966 Attributing 959-961 to Orestes with C., I would 
reject 962, which C. assigns to Electra, and read in 961 oréyys 
for odayys. I do not think there is any lacuna after 965, but 
that 966 is spurious. I take it that after Orestes has spoken 
959-961, he goes to the side of the stage and appears to look 
along the road leading to Mycenae. As he does so he starts, 
and Electra speaks 963, which C. assigns to Orestes. 966 seems 
to have been meant for Orestes, and intended to be placed 
after 964. 


978 I would read 8 ov for dat, with Porson. 


986, 987 I hold to be interpolated, and rpoBAxparos, in 985. 
I would then read 985 thus : dewod 8’ dpyopa’ dywviopatos (dpxopat 
dywvio patos). 

1009 is I believe interpolated. In 1010 I would read: ds 
aide, marpos dpdavov Aereupevynv. aide to be construed with aiy- 
pddwrov, ‘a captive just as these women are. Electra should 
only speak two verses, or twice what Clytaemnestra speaks, 
just as she speaks six verses (998-1003) to Electra’s three 
(1005-1007). 


1014 The shortening of a before yA is noticeable. Unless 
indeed we should read : yuvaixa, yaya mixporys yAwooy ’vi Tis. 
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1016 I would read paGoicay, inserting o’ after dicacov in 1017. 
The MS. reading pafovra o’, was I think intended, and a correction 
of padotcay. The o’ of 1017 having disappeared before «i, the 
corrector felt that Electra was meant and o’ required. Hence 
his reading. 

1023 zapnida, is absurd, and I doubt the existence of the 
form 'Idcydvys, which arose I think from an explanation ’Id¢u- 
yeveias, which could not be fitted into the verse. I would read: 
Aevkyy aidypw THs Sunpynoev Sépyv. 

1034 I am not satisfied with Dawes’ emendation. I would 
read : év roiow avrots ovyxatwxoupev Sdpos. The avy of ovyxaty- 
xoupev, led to, év rots avtoios Swpacw xareiyouer, which C. 
reads. 

1043 I would read: MevéAcwy Gros. 


1051 I would restore, Sica’. ‘What you say is just, but such 
a plea disgraces you.’ 

1053 «i should be restored (Dindorf, 7). I understand 
Electra to say ; ‘ But if this is not your view, neither is it the 
argument I mean to rely on.’ Then she proceeds to point out 
that the motive was an unhallowed passion for Aegisthus. 
Perhaps however we should read: got 8é rotr’ ei py Soxet. coi 
after dpevjpys, would become, <i. 

1065 I restore drwAero’ Compare Jph. 7. 541, where again, 
wrongly as I think, Dindorf reads dézwxdunv. 


1068 éywy’, should be restored, and, icaci o’ e@ read. 


1072 I would read: yuvy 8 dadvros aris ebverov Séuas x.7.A. 
Comp. TJ’roades, 1022, 1023. C. reads: aris dvdpds éx Sdpuv. 


1088, 1089 We cannot well do without, ody. I would read 


then : mis ovv réow xteivaca matpwous Sdpovs | ot vey x.7.X. 
1116 Nauck for, ri dai, reads, ri 8 at. I should prefer, zi 8’ 


ovv. v would disappear before the 7 of dow, leading to ri 8’ 03, 
corrected to ri dai. 


1121 The tmesis we find here is I think inadmissible. I 
would read: opas; od mddw ad Lwivpels veixn véa. dvalwrupeis 
would rather require waXaia. The word does not seem to be a 
tragic one, or used at all in Attic except in the passive. ot 
adAw was I suppose corrupted to ov y’ dv’, 
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1125, 1126 Jahn is no doubt right in treating the words, 
ov yap ma:dds, aS spurious. This is in some degree a confirmation 
of my view as to 654. 


1133-1135 Here I think the clause, cot—Nvpdaow, is 
interpolated, and I would read @vcwuey for Nizdaow in 1135, 
leaving out 1133, 1134. Compare the interpolation 640, 641. 
643 seems to show there was no intention on Clytaemnestra’s 
part to attend the sacrifice at all. 


1137, 1188 Here too there seems to be interpolation, I 
would read 1137 thus: Saipoor Soxnre trePuxévat, mwapéedOere, re- 
 jecting 1138. I can make nothing of Geois in 1137, and 
Electra’s words in 1141 suggest dainocr. 


11441 As there appears to be no authentic instance of the i of 
$v being shortened in Attic, for in Cyclops 334, where I would 
retain the MS. reading dyw otru Ovw, rurhv is an anapaest, I 
would read: @icas yap ofa dainoow Ovewv  xpewv. 





1241 vads, appears to me to have been intruded into the 
verse, and matters are not greatly improved by reading, vavciv. 
I would read 1241-1243 thus: dewvdv 8’ adiypel’ apriws wovrov 
adAov | ravoav7’, ddeAdis ws opayas cioe(Sopev. 


1245 I would read SoiBos re—PoiBov ovv, dvak yap éar’ épds k.7.A. 


1249. is sufficiently shown to be interpolated by its character, 
and is indeed quite out of place. 


1261 I reject with Herwerden, but 1262, 1263, are also in 
my opinion interpolated. The & ye rod of 1263 is to me in- 
tolerable. (C. has re, which is worse.) 


1265 Here I would read: dpapety. toa: 5 7 Oavety cwoovol 
oe, reading Spopuov for dpapety in 1264. | 

1268, 1269 I suspect, but 1272 is certainly interpolated. 

1278-1285 I would read this passage thus: pyrépa Se 
MevéAews dpte Navrdiav rapwv | “EXevy re Oder ryvde 8 "HA€Krpav 
éxwv | IIvAddyns Séuap@’ 35° oixdd’ éxropevérw: leaving out all the 
rest, and rejecting 1286, 1287 as interpolated. 

1295 This verse is assigned by C. to Electra. The answer of 


the Dioscuri no doubt suggests it should be given to Orestes. 
But Orestes makes no use of the permission, while Electra after 


oO 
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the Chorus have had their say addresses the Dioscuri at 1303, 
1304, though what she says suggests that 1296, 1297 were spoken 
to her brether. Nowhere too it will be observed does Orestes ad- 
dress the Dioscuri directly. This confusion points to interpolation 
and my idea is that the Dioscuri, as Euripides intended it, leave the 
stage at 1291, and that after that verse, all supposed to be spoken 
by them, or addressed to them by others, is interpolated. Of the 
anapaests then that follow I regard only these as genuine: 
1308-1310 ; 1321-1326; 1331-1341; 1357-1359; though I 
have some doubts as to 1340, 1341 (spoken by Orestes) (or 
1338, 1339, as perhaps they are meant to be numbered). Leaving 
out however 1327-1330, I would read, 1326, 1331, thus: ws éri 
TupBy karabphvycov, ér’ | ov yap o dWopat.. 
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8, 9 See Preface p. xix. 

18, 19 The character of these verses makes me suspect they 
are interpolated. I would read in 17: ’Aoiay re racav, révrov 7 
keira. mapa. The words ‘Aciav te wacav, are vouched for by 
Strabo, p. 687. 


23 This verse, which is a repetition of 20, should be rejected, 
und a comma placed at the end of 22, and a colon at the end of 
25. I suspect however dvwAdAvéa as applied to Dionysus, though 
of course it is by no means altogether the same thing as if 
applied to a man, and I think we should perhaps read, 21-24, 
thus : xdxel ‘ydpevora veBpid é€diwas xpods x.7.X. 

30,31 are I suspect interpolated, and made up from 
244, 245. 


55-60 See Preface, p. xiv. 1. 14 from top. 


62, 63 I hold to be spurious, It in no way appears from what 
follows that Dionysus went to the mountain. Moreover they 
are bad in themselves, and in 63, iv’ eioi, is dragged in by the 
heels to fill up the verse. 


206 6¢dc gives the sense required, but I would read ypylee: 
xpyfer became xpyoe leading to the MS. ei xp7. 


209 In this spurious verse, dpufuds is used in the sense of a 
particular class or body of men, as numerus is used in the Te 
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Deum: Te prophetarum laudabilis numerus. The word too is 
I think so used by Cicero. 
213 savours of interpolation. 


235 is I think interpolated, and this interpolation has led to 
olvwrds 7’ in 236, which was the reading of P. C.’s archetype, 
and which C. either corrected or found corrected to oivw7a 7’. 


246, 247 I believe to be interpolated. 


251, 252 are also in my opinion spurious. The passage is 
far more dramatic and spirited if they are left out, Kirchhoff 


saw there was something wrong with wdrep, but supposed it had 


taken the place of some genuine word, which had dropped out. 
I should however prefer in 250 to read for, woAw yédor, 
dvaivopat. 

278-280 Here I think there is interpolation, and I would 
read 278, 279, thus: ds 8 7AGe wap’ efydpev, 6 ZeuedrAns yovos, 
and in 280, Bérpvos for 6v7rots. 

298-305 I am of opinion that these verses are as much 
interpolated as, 284-297, and also 308. Nauck suspects 302- 
305. Note that in 308 the MS. reading is BadAovra not 
wadXovra. : 

314 I do not doubt yy should be retained (see Dindorf’s note), 


and would read: ovy otros otv un owdpovely dvaykdoe x.T.A. 
6 Atovucos, an expl. 


$25 Geo in Oeouaxyow one syllable by synizesis, and so too 
in 45, 1255. 
333-336 are suspected by Nauck, as I think with reason. 


340 The position of év épydow is awkward and suggests inter- 
polation. Perhaps we should read 338-340 thus: dv dpudortor 
oxvAakes, év kuvayiats | Kourrowvra vuKav Aprewy, deoracar. 


345 I think rovde, which P. reads, should be restored, while 
in 346 I would read airixa for the MS. reading dikcy. péretut, 
is used in the sense of ‘ punish,’ And. 259. I regard dicy as an 
explanation. 


438 I suspect is spurious, and 461 is certainly so. 


455-457 I would read : wAdxapds Te Tavads yap Gd cov, 7dOov 
mréws, | yevev wap airyy Kexupévos, xpoidv 7’ €xers x.7.r. leaving out 
02 





196 EUR. BACCH. 


the rest. Note that reading thus, and leaving out 459, which I 
believe to be interpolated (see note on 7'roades 973-978), and, in 
the messenger’s speech, 438, Pentheus will speak eight verses, 
and the messenger sixteen. 


466 I should prefer: Acdvucos Huds 6 Atés eicéByoe mais. 


476 One would rather expect doxdv, éxOaipes. But the 
reading of P.C., doxodv6 dpyv’, seems to point to dpxia. Perhaps 
we should read doéBetav adoxow6’ dpxt’ odx aipet Geov. The oath 
taken not to reveal the mysteries will not bind an impious man 
like you. Compare Jph. 7. 788: dpxiowr repiBarotod pe. ovdx 
aipe, was I suppose corrupted to éydaipe. But I suspect that 
471-476 is an interpolation, for 477 answers properly to 470. 


477 I should prefer: 6 6eéds, (Geds monosyllable), cadas yap 
dys of’ Spay, roids tis Hv ; 

479 I would read: rotr’ ed rapwxérevoas ads ovdev ye ; 
and in 480 Aye for dpovety with Stobaeus, and ovdév for ovx et. 
This verse seems to have been affected by the spurious verse 475. 


490 I would read: cé & oty duabias ob céBovra rov Oedv. P. 
reads: o¢ 0’ duafias doeBowr’ és rov Oedv. Dindorf follows the 
reading of C, as corrected by the second hand. 


492 I would read: etm’ ci tadeiv dei, ri pe TO Sewvov épyace; in 
any case I would read ori, since, not 6 7, omitting the colon, 
and placing a comma instead after de. Pentheus would under- 
stand ei in the sense of 671; the god would imply that he was 
incapable of suffering anything. 


494 See Callimachus Zp. 27, (Anth. Jacobs.) 

506 I would read: otk oic@’ 20’ 6 ru has, ovd' épets ob yworrts el. 
Note that the MS. reading is, dpas ov@’ Goris cf. 6’ 6 Te dys, 
seems to me to give a more satisfactory sense than, 6 tm ys, 
while, ov’ épets ob ydoris ef, seems confirmed by the answer of 
Pentheus, who retorts by doing so. o¥ of course ‘ whose son.’ 


515 I should prefer, otrw xpewy- YP. has ovre. C. the cor- 
rection, ovrt. 

606 The MS. reading is, ddua MevOdws, I would read, rupavvov 
peXadporv. 

623 6 Baxxos cannot be right, for the god is intended. I 
would read then : Baxyuos érivafev éXOwv x.7.X. 
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630 The MS. reading is: das éroincev kar’ aidAnv. I would 
read: as drws yet kat avAqv x.T.A. 

631 I would supply the missing word after daevvév by Saipor’. 
Disappearance of 5 before a would lead to evov, causing the word to 
drop out altogether after daevvor. 


632, 633 are surely interpolated, for the house though shaken 
was in no way overthrown, as appears from what follows. 
Omitting them I would read i8ev ye for iSovre in 634. 


636 For: yovxos 8 éx Baxxas dywv, (the MS. reading) I would 
read : jovxos 8 eyo ’fdywv. The intransitive use of éf¢yw not 
being recognised led to the inept correction, é« Bdxxas dywv. 

652 This verse is interpolated, so that nothing has dropped 
out. It is clear however that for, Atoviow xaddv, we should read, 
Avovicov xadov. I should prefer however to read in 651: 
Avdvucos 5s tTHv apreAov ‘pve. Bporots. 653 answers properly to 
651. Pentheus hearing that Dionysus is coming to the rescue 
orders the gates to be shut to baffle him. 


681, 682 I would read : jpxev évos Abrovoy ye, tod 5é Sevrépov | 
pytnp ’Ayatn on, tpitn 8 Ive tpirov.  xopov to be supplied from 
the xopav of 680. This restores the MS. reading 8 Sevrépov in 
681, and it should be noted that P. C. read zpiry, not zpizov, 
before “Ivw, showing that yopod is an explanation of tpérov. Or 
perhaps we should read: & Aidrovoyn pév frye, tov dé Sevrepov | 
"Ayavn pytnp on, tTpiry 8 "Iva tptrov. 

788 For éxovoav I would read cxifovcay, which corrupted to 
cxjcovcav, would lead to éxovcayv. 

747 I hardly think Bacuveiors can be right. Perhaps we 
should read instead, cats, dvaé, 

754-760 jpracav éx Sépwv téxva seems certainly interpolated 
in 754, and the repeated tros (755, 758, 759) are evidence of 
something wrong. Omitting the whole passage, éréca—éxaev 
(755-758), which seems to describe the usual marvels of Bacchic 
orgies, but is not very appropriate here, I would read the rest 
thus: Siédepov, efypraLov: of 8’ dpyys tro | és ord’ exdpowv’ Seva 
& Hv ety, dvaé. 

765-768 I regard these verses as interpolated, and there are 
evident marks of this in 767, 768, among which is the absence of 
the augment in viavro (767). 
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790 I should prefer ov a’, for ovx. 


797 sapdgas. can hardly be right. Perhaps we should read : 
mapos Geis. 
820 The MS. reading is 5€ a’ ob. I would read: 8 éya ov. 


836-842 are I think interpolated, 843 answering properly to 
835. There is no question any longer of fighting the Bacchae, 
but of enabling Pentheus to observe them with safety. The 
objection in 836 should have been made too in reply to 833. 
After Dionysus has described the disguise he intends Pentheus 
to assume, he in a-lucid interval says he will take time to con- 
sider. The god who knows he has him in his power gives him leave 
todo so. There is then no lacuna after 842. 


845, 846 These feeble verses I believe also to be interpolated. 
As Dionysus speaks 844 Pentheus enters the house, and the god 
turning triumphantly to the chorus speaks 847. 

848 which the MSS. read before 847, I reject as interpolated. 


853 is interpolated as é\avvwy shows, for though éAavvw can 
be used intransitively, it would be impossible to parallel such a 
construction as we have here. The verse toois unnecessary. 


860 I would read ds for és with Paley, rejecting 861. 


916 is I believe interpolated, though no doubt the interpolator 
wrote é« not xai, as Hermann points out. Omitting it, Dionysus 
and Pentheus will speak five verses each. 


929 I regard as interpolated, for Dionysus should only speak 
two verses. So too I think are 932-934, where Pentheus speaks 
one verse only, though he should speak two. I take it that 
Pentheus himself puts back the lock in its place, as he must be 
supposed to settle his robes in speaking 937, 938. 


951 I would read: py por ot Nupudav diorddoys idpipara. 
No doubt disappearance of po. after py led to the verse 
we read. 


964 I hold to be interpolated, for Dionysus should only speak 
two verses before the half-verses begin. 

966-969 Here I regard the half-verses, 4 rexodoa ye, érionpov 
ovra wacw (966, 967), and also the half-verses, éBpdéryr’ éuiv 
Aéyets, év xepot pprpds (968, 969) as interpolations, and in 967 I 
would read 7#d’ for 7é5’. Dionysus says to Pentheus, (966), 
Another shall bring you back. Pentheus replies, I go on that 
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understanding, thus ratifying his own destruction, which is im- 
plied by Dionysus. Pentheus neither was nor could be carried 
back in his mother’s arms. His head indeed she carried, but 
his mangled remains were brought back by Cadmus and his 
attendants (1216). Cadmus then was the dddos, spoken of by 
Dionysus. I observe too that dBpornr’ éuj A€yers seems imitated 
from xal tpudav p’ dvayxdoes. Compare Plaut. Amph. I. 1, 204; 
205. ME. Faciam ego hodie te superbum, ni hinc abis. SO. 
Quonam modo? ME. Auferere, non abibis, si ego fustem sumpsero. 


975, 976 These feeble verses are I do not doubt interpolated. 
They spoil the magnificent effect of the words of Dionysus that 
precede them. 

1026, 1027 I hold to be interpolated, as 1029 unquestion- 
ably is, being taken from Medea 54, as Dindorf points out. 


1051, 1052 The words téac1.—ovoxidfov are interpolated. 
voact dia Bpoxov (1051) is an intolerable ending to a verse. 


1060 For P.’s dco vobwv, I would read, as od’ ed voeiv. 


1061 I would read : 6yOov 8 érepBas ax’ éXdrns use ad K.T.X. 
The MS. reading is és oul iwavxeva. Change of dz’ to é led 
to és, metri gratia. 

1062 Perhaps we should read: rovrwy av dpOds cicidow’ aio- 
xpoupyiay, so as to get rid of the repetition of wawadwv, which may 
have been an expl. of rovrwr. 7 

1065, 1066 I would read these verses thus: xatiye, xupros 8 
Gore kuxAovrat Tpoxds, rejectiug the rest. Wyev és wédov is unneces- 
sary, for in 1068 we have éxaumrey és yyv. xvxXAovro without 
an augment is inadmissible, and a correction of Musurus, for P. 
reads xux\ovrat. 

1067-1069 I would read; répyw ypaddpevos, dde KAdv’ és yay 
Sévos | xepoty exapmrey x.7.A. 

10738, 1074 are I believe interpolated. The expression dp6és 
aiéyp seems to me nonsense, and we can very well do without 
them. deomornv épypevov is repeated in 1095, and three ép6ds’s 
are too Many. 


1083-1085 Here there seems to be a good deal of interpola- 
tion. What the column of fire has to do here, or how the 
description of it is to be urderstood, I fail to see, and the expres- 
sion otya PvAN’ eiye (1084, 1085) seems to mv incorrect, for so 


200 EUR. BACCH. 


used éye. must be intransitive. I would read then: xal rat? ap’ 
iryopeve, KevAciuwv van | aty elye «7.4. What has induced 
Dindorf to read tAuos from the Chr. P. I do not understand, 
for it is manifestly a clerical error for evAepos. evAepos itself is 
simply a slight corruption of evAeiuwy, a word vouched for by 
Homer and Hesiod, while SAmuos is a vox nihili. edAe/uwv became 
evAeos through 7 disappearing before the y of van. 


1089-1091 There is much interpolation here. I would 
read: cad7 KeAevopov fwrdvos Féav Spduos, leaving out the 
rest. ; 

1100 Regarding 1103-1105 as an interpolation, as the defec- 
tive construction of 1103, 1104 shows, I would read here: ds 8 
ovx nvutov. 1101, 1102 come in parenthetically, and the sentence 
is continued in 1106. The repetition qwvrov, é&vvrov, isa sign of 
something wrong. . 


1107 I should prefer éuBdrny, for duBarnv. 


1108,1109 The words, py3’—xpvdaious, are interpolated. 
Pentheus appeared to the Maenads as a beast and not as a man. 
They could not then fear that he would betray their orgies. 


1134-1135 Rejecting the words, yunvotvro—ozmapaypots, as 
interpolated, I would read: 4 & iyvos avrais dpBvAawt: aca 5¢ | 
xepotv dterhaipile x.7.X. 

1147 I regard as interpolated, and in 1151, 1152, I would 
leave out the words rairdo—eiva:, reading the two verses as one. 


1172 ye and & are absurd interpolations of Musurus to make 
up a senarius, I doubt whether one was intended, but that & is 
wrong, there can be no question. 


1222-1224 Here I would read: 7qovoa yp tov retxéwv clow 
| BeBas | giv rd yepovrs Teipecia Baxxav wépt. répt, not wdpa, is the 
MS. readiug, showing that the words, Ovyarépwy—dovv, are inter- 
polated. 


1249 Leaving out this verse we should read in 1297: dwdXco’ 
7pas Bpopsos oiketos yeyds. The correctness of this reading is 
shown by 1297, where we should read, dwwAco’ yuas Bpdptos, 
Avvvoos being an explanation. Agave in her frenzy did not 
understand what Cadmus meant, but in 1297, when she has 
recovered her senses, she repeats his words with a sad under- 
standing of how true they are. 
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1254 Dindorf says, probabilius @ aya, but I think we should 


read veaviacow evre, for 67’ év veaviawt. 

1257 P. reading coi 7 éoriv, I would read: cof y’ éori: ris 
ode «.7.X. 

1270, 1271 As Agave can only speak one verse, I would read: 


peractabeio’ ovK oda Tav mdpos Ppevav. 

1273 For ws I would read ox. 

1281 I would read: ri rode 5 pépw xepoitv; pepopar cannot 
be right. 

1287 P. reading 7AGes, I would read with Aldus 7A’ és. 


4288 For év od capa, I would read drep xaipod. zw got into 
the text as an explanation of drep, and was corrected metri gratia 
to év ov. 

1293, 1294 I regard as interpolated, for 1294 is incompatible 
with 1302. 


1297 See note on 1249. 


1299-1301 I regard as interpolated. 1302 answers naturally 
and properly to 1298. Cadmus points out to Agave why Diony- 
sus took vengeance on her. She asks in reply what her son had 
to do with the offence. The appearance of a lacuna frequently 
results from interpolation. 


1311-1313 I think the words dfkyv—édAdpBavey (1313) are 
interpolated, and that we should read: rov yépovra 8 od | vBpilev 
ay tis eltopav TO WoV Kdpa. 

1330 oro, not daw, would seem to be the true reading. But 
the lacuna makes it impossible to decide. 


1345 For ypeis, I think we should read iets, and understand 
with éudOere, Gre ndunoare. In 1347 the MS. reading is ypav 
not tumv, where tor is clearly right. 


1348 This is the only instance in the Bacchae of the old spirit 
of opposition, unless we count 333-336. But Nauck considers 
them spurious, and I think he is right. 


1353-1361 These verses are interpolated, being an imitation 
of 1330b-1343, and were no doubt written to fill up a lacuna. 
In 1352 then, I would read: éyd, od P 7 rdAawa, ovyyovol re cai. 
mais Te ods 1S an interpolation of Hartung’s to fill up the verse, 
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from which éyw had been stolen by his fellow-interpolator in order 
to introduce his own ineptitudes. 

1364 It seems to me we should read dpv6’, for dps, and 
restore zroALcxpws. 
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4 I would read: Mevé\ew per ’Ayapéuvwv ye rod 8 eduv eyd 
x.7.X. This justifies 5¢ rats in 3, for that, not 8 dzo, is the MS. 
reading. 

15 I would read: devis 8 dirAolas rvevpatuv évrvyyavuv. The 
MS. reading 7’ od rvyxdvwrv, I take to be due to the rarity of the 
construction of évrvyxavw with the genitive. ot rvyydvwy, gives the 
very opposite of the sense required, for the dmAo was caused 
not by calms, which would not affect the Homeric galleys, that 
used oars or sails as the occasion re juired, but by violent contrary 
winds. Compare Agam. 192, 193. zvoai 8 dro Srpupdvos podov- 
cat, | KaxdoxoAo vyorides S¥coppot. 

38 Perhaps we should read for 33: rdyworos exAve Trav ev 
dvOpwrois Spapetv. Compare Arist. Fir. 324, 

35-37 Rejecting c6ev—éoprys, (35, 36) as interpolated, and 
also 37, I would read 36 thus: ’Apréuidos obtos, Trotvop’ Hs KaAov 
jLOvov. . 

38 I would read vw with C. 6¥w gives a very good sense if 
we understand it to be limited by the xardpyoyat, that follows. 


P. reads 6v (i.e. 6) and corrects 63 to Ge. I believe he found or 


misread bv, in his copy, whereas C had the correct reading 6u, 
each as I believe using different copies of a common archetype. 


50, 51 The words as éS0fe—zarpwwv, which disturb the con- 
struction, I believe to be interpolated, and I would read 50-52 
thus : povov b¢ AapOerr’ e& exixpdvwv kdpas | criddov xabetvat x.7.X., 
the construction being similar to that of the words y6ovés— 
odAw in 46. It is, I believe, the interpolation of the words, 
ws €ofe—zartpwuwr, that led to ddpawov contra metrum in 54. 


64 There can be no question of the certainty of Hermann’s 
emendation, ef’. P.’s eis p’ is no doubt the original corruption, 
which in C. is corrected to és é’. is p’ probably arose from, 
eioey’, an explanation of ely’ eicw. 





EUR. IPH. T. 203 


66 davaxropwv is in apposition to ddéuwy. The house where 
Iphigeneia and her attendants lived was considered part of the 
temple, just as the building where Ion entertained his guests, 
was considered part of the dvdxropes at Delphi. See Jon 1224. 
The temple of Artemis in this play formed the scenery, and it 
was through its doors that Iphigeneia left the stage. 


77-85 The confusion in the construction of this passage, and 
a comparison with 940, 941, lead me to think that 79-81, is 
interpolated. I would read then: ypyods; érei ydp, in 78, 
€\Ouv ré, in 82, and in 85, xwpety dpous pe Tavpixys elas xOoves. 


91 The words 7d8’—~épa (zépas, not répa, is the MS. reading), 
seem to me meaningless and interpolated. Leaving them out I 
would read in 92: dodvar 168’, (70 GyaApa) ovrw 8 dprvoas efew 
ToVvwY. 

97-100, 99 is certainly interpolated as Dindorf holds it to be, 
but there is more amiss than that. There can be no question of 
Orestes and Pylades ascertaining anything, for they perfectly 
knew that the image was within the temple. The question was 
how they were to get at it, as the walls of the temple, which one 
must suppose to be hypaethral, were too high to climb. I would 
read then 98-100 thus: éxByodpec$’ dp’; qv 8 avolyovres wvAas 
«.7.A. Shall we ascend the steps of the temple? But if we are 
caught trying to force open the doors, etc. 99 was intended to 
explain what was meant by éoBaces pyyxaveopevor, in 101. eBai- 
ve, signifies ‘ to pass beyond,’ ‘ to traverse,’ and here to pass over, 
that is ascend the steps, till the doors are reached. 


107-109 I regard as interpolated. 107 I believe to be 
suggested by 262, 263 ; and 108, 109, seem to me nonsense, for 
what connexion can there be between the ship being seen and 
the discovery of their hiding place, and in any case if it were 
seen it would be fatal to their project. 

111 I should. prefer to read ye rather than vw for the 
MS. vo. . 

113, 114. The correction yeioa is absolutely untenable. 
yetoa. can have no such meaning as is here attributed to it. See 
note on Phoen. 1158. I would retain then the MS. reading, 
y’ ctow, and read ef zrov for drov. ‘But if there is any opening 
between the triglyphs anywhere, through which we could let 
ourselves down.’ See plate in Seyffer’s Dict. (art. Architecture 
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p. 57) which makes the thing perfectly clear. I believe however 
that 113-115 is an interpolation, for the clause I have just ex- 
plained would imply that the temple was roofed over, which 
appears to be inconsistent with what was stated before at 96, and 
if the walls were too high to scale how should they reach the 
metopes? I am however by no means sure that 116, 117, are 
rightly rejected by Dindorf. 

122 is I believe interpolated, and I should prefer to read 120, 
121 thus : rodApyréov 8 ot yap 76 Tod Oeod y’ airiov | receiv dxpyorov 
Oéoparov yevyoerat. Rejecting 122, and reading Pylades’ speech 
as I propose, if we retain 116, 117, Pylades will speak eight 
verses and Orestes four. Interpolation of 122, led I suppose to 
the change in the order of 120, 121. 

241-245 TIregard the words, xvavéav—dvydvres (241, 242) 
as interpolated and also, 243-245. Iphigeneia does not give 
time to the messenger to say all this. She cuts him short at 
once with her question. The fact is that 240 is the opening 
verse of the stichomythia, and therefore the messenger should 
only speak one verse at 241, which thus would be: yxovow és yqv 
dimrvyot vedvian. 

246 rivos ys is I believe an explanation of rodamot. I would 
read : rodazot ; ti 8’ Gvopa dyr’ Exovaw oi Févor ; 

258, 259 These verses are interpolated being in direct contra- 
diction to 39 and 584. It is this I suppose led to Seidler’s inept 
correction, é§ Grov, for ovdé zw. Observe the regularity of the 
structure. The messenger precedes and Iphigeneia follows the 
stichomythia with two verses each. 

260 Unless we read orov for éret here, the construction is 
confused. I think however there is interpolation, and I would 
read: kat wyv orou Bows révrov eioeBdAAomer, for 260, 261. 

262, 263 What does cddw depend on? I think here again is 
interpolation, and I would read in one verse: xowWwmds dypos Rv 
duappayets odAw. 

288 This corrupt verse should I think be thus read: zip 8’ HSe 
yeviwv éxrrvéovoa kat ddvov. The whole mischief arose I believe 
from the corruption of 7d yevdwy to 78’ éx yeviwv. 

298, 294 are certainly interpolated. All that Euripides said or 
meant to say, was that Orestes indulged in frantic gestures. 
The interpolation has however affected 292, where I would read 
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taira for ratra, and 7AAaypeva for 7AAdooero. Here as well as 
in 299, (which I hold to be interpolated) I object to the mention 
of the Erinnyes. It seems to me Euripides would recognise that 
these Tauric barbarians would know nothing of them. 


298 There is something wrong here. Perhaps we should read : 
Taie. cvdypw pdaoyavov mAevpais édeis. 

300 I would read wrédavov with the corrector in P, assuming 
the verse to be genuine, which may perhaps be doubted. 


312 Unless zpoixdAvrrov, is a mis-print, rpoixdAurrev, should 


be read as Lucian does (/.c. ap. Dind.) 


329 I should prefer, Badgkciv. ‘So as to hit them.’ 


331 efexAdpaper is inconsistent with zérpowr. I would read 
332, 333, thus: gidy ’x xepov odu ampos 8’ dvaxta ryode yys 
x.7.\., leaving out the words és d¢—xafetcav. 


334, 335 I regard the words, écov—odayei’, as an inter- 
polation, and I would read: éxopicapey cp 65° ciotdov repre 
cot. This gives a satisfactory sense, and the imperfect, éreure, 
expresses that the captives were actually on the way. I have 
also to note, as Paley has justly observed, that éo.vdey only occurs in 
lyric passages, ciowdav being used in iambics. 


386-339 I regard as interpolated, as is indicated by their 
matter and character, and by the offensive repetition of, g€vot, 
vous, at the end of 336, 337. 


340 For, davév6’, we should I think read, pavév’, Compare 
Hermesianax 84, where for, gdawodpevov Sevov, I would read, 
pawopevov kecvov. Unless indeed we should read, ra daverte, rive 
wore here, and 7AGov in 341. 


343 I would read: ra 8 évOa8d’ nyiv dove ppovrica: pera. Some 
one, I forget who, has already suggested dova for ofa. The 
middle dpovriovpeba seems to be inadmissable. 


351 is certainly interpolated. This speech is a soliloquy of 
Iphigeneia and in no way addressed to the chorus, nor does the 
verse connect well with what follows. The MS. reading is 
7xXOopynv not yaobounv. 

353 I would restore xaxés. ‘The unfortunate, having fared 
ill themselves, bear no goodwill to the prosperous.’ 


GAN’ «ibe wrveipa Adbev évOa8’ wyayev | “EXévyny,  abrny dvreripwpy- 
odynv. Iphigeneia had no quarrel with Menelaus, but with 
Ulysses if any one. Compare 535. I would also refer to 439 
seg. as a confirmation of what I read here. Note that the MS. 
reading in 357 is MevéAaov. 

369 I should prefer “Acdov 5 for “Acdys, and ovxé for ody 6. 


Compare Jph. A. 945, where the interpolator seems to have had 
this verse in his mind. 


370 zpoceizas should be restored, and 7’ read after appdrwv. 


373 I would read: éyovca, rovrov oix dveAopyy xeporv, reject- 
ing d5eAdov, which was intruded into the text as an explanation 
of rovrov, leading to the MS. reading. ovx dveAcuyv is due to 
Tyrwhitt. 


385 I would read: ovx éc6’ orus av, ci og’ erexe Atos Sdpap, 
and orépyou for Ajrw in 386, which explanation of 7 Avds ddpap 
has expelled orépyor, or some other word to the same effect. 


491, 492 See note on Soph. O. C. 1543. I would further 
observe here that 492 clearly refers to the mention of Pylades’ 
name in 285. But how inappropriate is such an allusion, for 
what should Orestes and Pylades know of this? The manner 
too in which Iphigeneia, intensely interested by the speaker, 
interrupts him to know whether he is not the Pylades the mes- 
senger spoke of, gives dramatic effect. 


495-498 I regard as an interpolation. Once Iphigeneia finds 
out the man who alone interests her is not Pylades, Pylades 
ceases to concern her. Naturally letting him drop, she at once 
asks Orestes his name, as in 499. That without knowing who 
Orestes is he should so impress her gives the dramatic effect 
intended by Euripides. 


500 I should prefer Avorvyys. 


515, 516 are interpolated, and that is why 513, 514, are 
read after them in P. C. They are a kind of variant of 505, 506. 


527-530 Usener would reject 529, 530, and place 527, 528, 
after 520. In my judgment all four verses are interpolated. 


533 1 would read: & mérm’s ext 8 dp’ 6 Aagprov ‘yovos; dpa. 
for dpa is always offensive to the copyists, Also 8’ disappearing 
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before a would lead to ydp, and to the intrusion of as. We cannot 
do without éor., as the following verse shows. 


537 I would read: 6 tis beds Nypydos, taking @eridos to be an 
explanation. 


541 See note on Elec. 1065. 


5538 P.’s reading, xravev, suggests that the original reading 
may have been ov r éxravev. 


558 It is not clear to me that afwa for ryvde is necessary or 
improves matters. If any change is made I think it should be 
of ryvde to rwde. : 


574 Here there is, I believe, no lacuna. For dr’ ovx (the MS. 
reading) I would read 66’ obx (6 ovx) here, and py eiddow in 575. 
Compare 7'roades 691. So too we should read in 1174, ov8 (6 ov8’, 
év BapBapos érAy tis av, a reading which in Jelf’s grammar 
(Table of Crases) I find attributed to Elmsley, but Dindorf 
credits him with quite a different reading of the verse. It was 
I suppose reading odd’ for ovd’ led to the intrusion of rode in 
1174. 


576, 577 Perhaps we should read: ris jyiv, etr’ éuot yevrij- 
topes | dp’ eiciy, cir’ ovx cici, viv dpaceev av. The MS. reading in 
576 is of y’ éuoi, not of Piro 

580 Porson here reads dde for ovrw. I would certainly read 
rovro with Nauck for y’ otrw. 


586, 587 The words, ris Geotv—iyyoupévns, are certainly inter- 
polated. I would read 585, 586 thus: ody! yxeip’ evi | dover 
vopilwyv, Tov vopov OvycKev 8 vro, leaving out 587. In 587 the 
MS. reading is ye not o¢e. 


588 Certainly here we should read dyyeitAac with Portus, not 
’"Apyobev with Musgrave, and reject 590. That is if we retain 
588-590 at all, for I rather think the best course would be to. 
reject them with Monk. 


591 ci is misprinted for ef in this verse. 
593 ucbov odk aicxpov, no contemptible reward. 


604 Perhaps the variant réuyw in Lucian (/. c. ap. Dind.) is 
worth noting. It seems to have arisen from not recognising that 
wépwee is the 2nd person of the fut. middle, Perhaps we should 
read od’ after “Apyos. 








to have been an inept explanation of omoddy. . 7 
664, 665 I would leave out the words dvypwra—raidds 7’, and 
also in 664, ds, reading yds for xai in 663. 


671 dv érorpody tis Hv, ‘ who have experienced vicissitudes.’ 
The kindred éruarpddyois appears to be used in that sense. Comp. 
Thue. 3. 71, and see Lid. and Scott sv. émorpopy (Il. 2). adv 
refers to BacwAéwy in 670. 


672 I should prefer zrapinAbes for SupAGe. zap might have dis- 
appeared after tap, and § after ¢. Unless indeed we should read 
drap Adyos Tis xarepds oe Oy ’AaGe, and ris in 673. 


679 I would read: zpoddrys, és oikovs adres éxowleis pdvos, and 
in 680: 7 Kai hovevs cov, ’ri Te vorotcr Supacw K.T.A. 


682 yapuov, must be understood as the fut. part. There can I 
think be no doubt as to the genuineness of the verse, and as it 
is in contradiction to 915 and 922, I hold that it is these verses, 
which I will deal with in their place, that are interpolated. 


695, 697 I would read 7’ after zaidas in 695, and in 697: 
éuov yevour av dvopud y’, ovd’ dats Souos x.r.A. Construction and 
sense are thus improved. ‘My name at least, if not myself, . 
would exist.’ There is of course an anacoluthon, but so there 
must be in any case. These verses in no way imply that 
Electra was already the wife of Pylades, but only that she 
was promised to him. It is this no doubt that has led to 
the betrothal of Electra to Pylades we find interpolated in 
the Orestes. 

720 The words xairoc—¢ovov, I consider to be interpolated, 
and in 721 I would read: pdvrevya, xdortw 7 Alav dvompagia, leav- 
ing out 720. 

7144 P. C. read: rots é€uots. Perhaps we should read riode 
rots. éyov getting in as an expl. of tijode led to rots eos. I 
should suppose Iphigeneia first to touch the tablet, and then her- 
self. 


747 I would restore rotow, reading dpxiors for dpxcov. 
754 For P. C.’s xawos, I would read xeivos. 


759 I should prefer zodAayy roAX’ Gv Kupot. yap being supposed 
to be necessary was inserted. The words are parenthetical. 
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760, 761 I would read these verses thus: rdvovra SéATw 
mTavTa cot Aoyw ppacw. 


775, 776 are I believe interpolated. 777 is spoken aside to 
Pylades by Orestes, Iphigeneia whose whole attention is 
directed to Pylades, does not hear or notice his words, the 
motive of which is no doubt the gvvame of 774. When he 
speaks 772 I take it she does not even look at him, but with her 
eyes fixed on Pylades impatiently rebukes him for interrupting 
her. In 780 I hold that the words, & 6eoi, should be restored to 
Pylades, and also 781. 1782 is certainly interpolated. Pylades 
overcome by his feelings exclaims, ® Qeoi, for which Iphigeneia 
angrily reproves him. Orestes still restrains himself and by a look 
tells Pylades to do the same. 781 must assuredly belong to 
Pylades, and therefore, & @eoi, too. 


785 I hold to be interpolated. 


789, 790 I would read in one verse, caAAwc6’ bv dpoo’ SpKov 
eumedwoouey. Reading thus and omitting 785, Iphigeneia and 
Pylades speak four verses each and Orestes too, for 797 is a 
manifest interpolation, and restoring the MS. dmoro in 796, I 
would read there, duws dmict® wepiBadwv Bpaxiova. Note that o’ 
is not found in the MSS. but inserted by Markland. Confirma- 
tion of the reading amore if any were needed may be found in 
Heliod. (I. 2), who had clearly this passage in his mind: jricre 
KaTEXOUT a. 


798 See note on Electra 247. 


802 Here another feeble verse is thrust into the text by some 
interpolator. : 

804 “Apyos is all very well, but the addition, 7 re NavmAia, is 
quite away from the purpose. 804, 805, are I believe inter- 
polated. 806 attaches itself quite properly to 803. ‘You my 
brother? Do you tell me that? Will you then dare to say 
it was the daughter of Tyndarus bore you ?’ 


811 is of course interpolated, and in 813 jvix’ cannot be 
right. I would read #rs. 


819 ddeirAero is generally understood, ‘removed from my 
memory, a sense the word will hardly bear. I would read : 
ov Tap’ 6 ynpas x.7.X. (corruption of rdp’ to yap led to insertion 
of of’), understanding adeAcro in the sense of, ‘did not rescue 


P 





&@8 an AvtIC 1&aW-LOrm. 

825 I would certainly read éAdy for xravwy with Elmsley. 
Compare Medea 385, where P. reads xravety for édciy. Such 
anapaests are never found in any verse that has not been altered, 
unless it is spurious. 

826 was I suspect interpolated by some one, who thought 
that unless the spear was in some part of the house inaccessible 
to any man, who was not one of the family, the proof would be 
incomplete. 

907, 908 are rightly suspected by Dindorf. But 912-914 are 
also intolerable, while 914 is metrically faulty, and even granting 
that Pylades was the husband of Electra, how could she be said 
to be leading a happy life with him, when he was far away risking 
his life among the Tauri? The whole character of the passage, 
902-915, suggests to me that it has been composed to fill up a 
lacuna, and that the genuine text reappears at 916. There is 
an inconsistency too in Pylades urging measures for escape here, 
which seem first to be thought of by Orestes at 979. 


918 No mark of interrogation should I think be placed at the 
end of this verse. Perhaps it would be better to read, Zor’ dp’, 
for gore y’. I regard 923 as the reply to it, and 919-922 as an 
interpolation. 919 simply says what is said again in 923, while 
920, 921, are idle and not to the purpose. 922 falls with the 
others, but even if it were genuine it would not prove that 
Electra was actually the wife of Pylades. A betrothal would 
suffice. I have further to observe that dveyids (which only 
occurs here in Euripides, and nowhere in Sophocles) is I think 
no more a tragic word than @etos (as to which see note on Or. 
674). As to, dveyids, in Aesch. P.V. 856, and atravéynos in Aesch. 
Suppl. 933, 984, and Rhesus 944, I have already dealt with 
these examples. In Heracl. 211, the argument requires the 
degree of relationship to be distinctly stated, while atravéyios in 
987 is I believe due to interpolation. 


929, 930 I regard as interpolated of which MevéAaos, Oeios, are 
indications. They have I think affected 931, where I would 
read : ov: deip’ "Epwiv éxBéBrnké pe xOoves. 


942 és 7’ is for gore, which Dindorf writes és re. 
943 For 5y y’ éreppe I would read égéreupe. 
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945-960 I regard as an interpolation. 

964 I would read: ciety axovew &. Compare Heracl. 182. 
5’ before dxovoas is due to Elmsley. The two infinitives I make 
to depend on éorny in 962, regarding, éyo pév — Epuwiwrv, (963, 964) 
as parenthetical. | 

965, 966 I believe to be interpolated and rejecting them, I 
would place a full stop at the end of 964. One might read in 
965: ob ’cwoe PoiBos paprupov p’«.t.X% But I hold it to be more 
probable that 965, 966 are spurious. 


977 I should prefer xeivos for PoiBos. 


983 Perhaps for & girnfeio’ (P. pircis) we should read: dA’ 
® hidy aois. The Pirrfeio’ we find in C. is clearly a correction. 


987 I should prefer, ’rifécaca Satpcvwv, omitting 7’ in 988, 
990, 991 I would read: xaio’ iSodca, ovyyove, | OéAw y’ dzep 


ov K.T.X. 

992 For the MS. 76 xravodyr, I would read to xravovre with 
Heath. The aorist is used in the sense of, ‘who tried to.’ 
Comp. Jon. 1287. 

999 For & 71 would read év tis. x for éveor. tis refers 
to Adyos in 998. 

1001, 1003, are I believe interpolated, and omitting them I 
would read in 1002 dicAAvpar for pév GAAvpa, and a€es for ofves 
in 1000. Note that omitting 945-960, and 964, 965, in Orestes’ 
speech, and, 1001, 1003, here, Orestes will speak thirty, and 
Electra fifteen verses, 

1006 I would read: dvyp wobewds, raya 8 éoriv acbevn. The 
MS. reading, as it appears to be, ra d€ yuvaxav, has arisen I 
believe from an explanation correct enough in itself that tana 
does not refer to Iphigeneia as she is Iphigeneia, but as she is a 
woman. Ta yuvatkov appears to me afar better and more correct 
expression than 7a yuvaixés. Compare Jon, 398. 

1010-1016 Not only doI regard 1010, 1011 as interpolated, 
but this whole passage. So too I regard 1018, 1019, taking the 
three verses 1007-1009 as the opening of the stichomythia, so 
that Iphigeneia would only speak one verse. Note that as Orestes 
opens the stichomythia with three verses, so he speaks three 
verses (1052-1054) after it, for I regard 1055 as an interpolation. 
In 1018 I have no doubt Markland’s reading vooei for voet is the 

P2 


true one, but in 1019 the MS. BovAnots seems to me to give the 
preferable sense. 


1023 We should I think, read S¥va1o for Svvaiuzyv. 1024 shows 
I think there can be no question of Pylades, so as to justify 
Elmsley’s correction SvvaicOyv. But I suspect 1021, 1022 of 
interpolation. 


1036 clearly shows 1031-1034 to be interpolated, and indeed 
1031, 1032: 1033, 1034 are different versions of the same idea. 
Mark the clumsy brutality with which the interpolator makes 
Iphigeneia express herself in 1033, and the delicacy with which 
the same idea is conveyed in 1035, and 1037. 


1041 vipa: depends on BovAyjcoua in 1039. We should read 
then ws épa. 

1042 I would read: zot d4ra ; xdvrov méorepov elas eo BoAnv. 
First Orestes asks ‘But where?’ Then as Iphigeneia’s meaning 
dawns upon him, he goes on, ‘ Do you then mean the creek,’ and 
is about to add, ‘where our ship is moored,’ when Iphigeneia 
breaks in with the idea which is in the mind of both. &oAov 
cannot I think be used in the sense of ‘creek,’ which is what is 
required. 


1051 is quite appropriate after 1050. Iphigeneia means it 
will be Orestes’ business, once the ship is reached, to see how they 
are to get on board with the image and escape. 


1059 is no doubt interpolated as Paley suggests, but ¢iArarov 
is quite right, for Pylades is referred to, only 1 suppose cvyyevots 
should be read. Compare 923. 


1064-1068 The words xadév—ocwow o', I regard as interpo- 
lated. The promise to deliver the chorus in 1067, 1068 is as 
much interpolated as the subsequent references to it undoubtedly 
are. I would observe that orw in 1064, supposing the verse to be 
genuine, is no proof that orw can be used in the feminine. The 
generality of the sentiment would justify the masculine. I simply 
transfer dvyds from 1064 to 1068 in the place of cwow o’, and 
leave out 1064-1067 altogether. 


1070 is as much interpolated as 1071. Iphigeneia does not 
embrace the knees of the chorus, which would be below her 
dignity ; she walks up to them, taking the hand of one, and 
stroking the cheek of another. 
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1088 I believe to be interpolated. zarpoxrdvov seems to be 
used in an impossible sense. écwoas is to be understood with 
nrep w’ in 1082. 

1084, 1085 [ should prefer: 7 ot 75 Aogiov | Bporois ér’ éorat 
K.7.A. 


1155 is certainly interpolated. 


1166, 1167 is an example of Rule 3. See Pref. p. xiv. 1. 11 
from bottom. | 


1174 See note on 574. 


1212, 1218 should be restored to their original position. That 
their order cannot be reversed is clear, for the words, oretye Kai 
onpawe.ov, are addressed to some one standing by, and Iphigeneia 
interrupting Thoas addresses to the same person the words, 
pndev’ eis oye mwedAaLev. 

1213 The MS. reading is: cai dirwv y' ovdeis padiora. J 
would read: xat dirwy ods det pddcora. Iphigeneia of course, 
intends Orestes and Pylades, but that stupid brute Thoas takes it 
to himself. 

1214 This spurious iambic seems to be intended to be read 
after 1212. 


1215 I would read: pds 8% rots vacio. ot pévwv ry ea x.7.X. 
apo vaav, cannot be right, for Iphigeneia did not intend him to stay 
in front of the temple, but to go inside it. 


1216 For the M8. ypvoo, I would read xpwocois. 


1219 The words, rovd’ dpos ris éori por ; do not harmonize well 
with the context. I would read: todd’ épiorys el ov por. Spioris 
is used in this sense by Demosthenes (199,17). trav 8 ‘EAAnuixav 


aA ‘ a.” 
Sixatwy of kparodvres Gpioral Tots Hogoow ytyvovrat, 


1222 dp’ has been justly objected to. Did Euripides perhaps 
write? viv dé rovcd’ dp’ éxrepdvras Supdrwv bpd g€vovs, so that viv 
Sé€ should connect with av6é in 1226, (before which 8 would of 
course be left out) and rovcd’—xabdpora (1222-1225) should be 
taken parenthetically. viv 5é being wrongly connected with épa 
would give place to 75, and that the vulgar éxBaivoyras should 
expel the more exquisite éxmepavras, would be no unusual occur- 
rence. I am however disposed to think that 1223-1225 are 
interpolated. If. so, 1222-1226 would run thus: viv $€ rovod’ 
dp’ éxmepavras Sopdruv épO §évous’ | exroddv aid «.7.X. 


1285 must be interpolated, for the messenger has no other 
idea but that Thoas is inside the temple. 

1291, 1292 I suspect of interpolation. Omitting them the 
chorus will first speak one verse and the messenger two (1288— 
1290), then the chorus two and the messenger one (1293-1295). 


1301 xparovyrwy zpos wvAas, implies that the chorus wish to 
sen: the messenger on a wild goose chase to Thous’ palace. They 
have discovered that a vague recommendation to look for him 
anywhere excites suspicion. 


1305, 1806 These verses I take to be an interpolation. As 
the messenger shouts and batters at the doors of the temple, they 
open and Thoas appears. Dramatic effect requires this, and 
thus the messenger will close the scene with the chorus with 
three verses as (omitting 1285) he opened it. 

1309 I would read: aGA\’ Areyor aide x.r.A. wevdds (see 
Dindorf’s note) is a mere explanation. The insertion of xai— 
Sduwv before ws éxrds efys, shows the agitation of the speaker. 

1317 The phrase zvedpa cupdopas seems to me to savour of 
the expression rvedpua doGevetas (Luke 13. 11). I believe 1317, 
1319, 1320 are interpolated. The question in 1319 is an absurd 
one, for Thoas would know that by Orestes was meant Iphigeneia’s 
brother. So too the phrase, Oca xafwowscaro, is a strange one. 
One would rather expect ds xafwowwOy Gea, and P. actually reads 
Gea. I would read then 1315-1318 thus: ftv tots Eévorow ofyerat, 
@O. mis ; AT. Edyyovov | odfove’ Opéorny «.t.A. leaving out 1319. 
1320. 

1321 For petfov I would read yx jocor. 

1322-1324 I think the messenger should only speak two 
verses, and I would read 1322, 1323, thus: py ’vradOa rpébys 
ppéva, kdvwv 0 exppovticor, otis Suwypos Tovs Eévous Onpdoerat corres 
for ef rs, a8 in Hes. Zheog. 702. Compare too Zi. 816, where it 
approaches this sense, and note that the MS. reading is dwwypds. 

1328 seems to me certainly interpolated. 

1332, 1333 The order here seems intolerably confused. 
Either we should read with Nauck, airy 5 yepoi—éorey’ omic be, 
or (P. reads yxepoiv, superscripto yxepa/), airy 8’ dmibev row févow 
Séop’ ev xepotv | Evrery’ Zxouca. 

1346 I hold to be interpolated. In the mind of the inter- 
polator zirvAov I believe had the sense of ‘galley,’ and was in 
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apposition to oxddos. But that is a sense zirvAos by itself can- 
not bear. You may say zirvAos veds fora ship as in 1050, but 
not zirvdAos alone. I would render the verse thus: A galley 
Winged with its row of oars in readiness. This meaning of 
xatynpns is found in Herodotus 8. 21, where I regard éroiuov as a 
gloss that has got into the text. In this I am confirmed by 
Hesychius who has: xareipes* xarypricpévoy, of év épjuw, for which 
I would read, 7 év éro{uw. xarnpticpévoy gives the more usual 
meaning ‘furnished with.’ My emendation of Heschyius is at 
any rate nearer to the MS. reading than Schmidt’s edyperpor. 


1349 rpvpvnbev éordras (si vera lectio) must be equivalent to, 
Tpos Tpvpvav éoraras, ‘standing by the stern.’ 


1356, 1357 are interpolated. Hesychius has: ei@vvrypia’ 76 
év to eOdge oippaypa (I would read, civaypa) id tov dpylTe- 
KTOVWY, Kai pépos TL THS vews. This last I believe to have been 
suggested by the passage before us, and the first to be the real 
meaning of the word, as used by builders. I understand by 
cuvayupa, the angle where the lines of the foundations of a 
building meet, and with ed@vvrnpia I would understand ywvia, for 
I ho!d a substantive of such a form to be impossible. So the 
buttress of a bridge is called ywvia. See Lid. and Scott. s.v. 


1360 I should prefer : rivos ov, ris 7’ dv. 
1371 is surely interpolated. 


1879-1384 The words Sevis—rpos yjv, are clearly interpo- 
lated. There was no xAvéwy in the creek, which only affected the 
ship as it came out of it, as appears from what follows. In 1380 
aap0évw is supplied by Badham. In P. there is a lacuna filled up 
by the second hand with, vavdras (i.e. vavBdrats) while C. reads, 
wore py. (Pliinly the verse was defective in the archetype). I 
would endeavour to restore the passage thus: xav r@d’ ’Opéorns 
dpov els dporepdv | AaBov adeAgyv, Kadri KA(paxos Oopwv, | tavryv 
€Onxev évrds evoreApov veds. 

1385, 1886 No amount of special pleading can make such an 
expression as, yijs ‘EAAdSos vatra: vews, tolerable. Either in 1386 
we should read veaviat, or 1385, 1386, thus: dyaApa: Kat Boa tes: 
ela vavBarat x.7.A. In 1385 8 is due to Markland. 


1393 jreiyero cannot be right, for the sense of ‘ being weighed 
down,’ which might possibly apply here, only occurs in Epic. I 
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would read, éve(yero ; xAvSwve to be taken both with cupzrecoica, 
and éve(yero. 


1396 P.’s reading, és yjv 5€, is probably intended for és yjv & 
av, but I think the words és—vaiv (1396, 1397) are interpolated. 
For the impossib'e, a0 rdéAw azpupvyov, in 1395, I would read 
‘then: és yatav dda mpipvav, and 1396-1398 thus: apds xipa 
AaxriLovres: "Iduyévera 88 | orabeioa todd’ ydgar’ K.7.d. 

1404, 1405 I regard as interpolated, and 1405 is no doubt 
corrupt as well. See note on Hec. 558. There is no lacuna for 
1406 connects well with 1403. Possibly however 1405 is 
genuine, and we should read there: xwry xép’ dppocarres x.T.A. 


1414, 1445 I suspect the words, “IAcov—Tocedév, are inter- 
polated. Ifso 5 in 1415 before évayrios should be struck out, 
and for IleAozidacs I should be disposed to read rots £évots. 


1416-1419 I would read: és cot wapéfeu rov ’Ayapeuvovos 
yévov | AaBeiy re, xNTIs Tod qovov Tov ’y AA | déurynudvevras 
Oeav mpodotc’ dXicxerar. Badham reads: rod ’vy AvAiéd: | durn- 
povevtos Oedv. Note that in 1418 the MS. reading is AaBew 7, 
and that there is no & after adeAdyv. 


1450-1452 This appears to have been interpolated by some 
one who like Strabo (p. 399) supposed the temple of Halae, and not 
that of Brauron to be the possessor of the true image. It is. plain 
however that Euripides regarded it as deposited at Athens, from 
whence it, or what was supposed to be it, was according to some 
accounts carried off by Xerxes, but no doubt it was destroyed. 
The legend appears to be peculiar to Athens, for Herodotus seems 
to know nothing of it, and to him Iphigeneia herself is the 
goddess. 


1456-1472 The passage, “Apreuiw—oixors, is interpolated, and 
so too are the words, racde—vyvvaixas, (1467, 1468) and yvauns 
Sixaias oven, (1469), also, wydpovs—AdBy (1470-1472), but, with 
the exception of 1471, 1472, by another hand. I would 
then join on 1456 to 1470 thus: olorpows: ’Epwiv' ratra 8 
éefepieuar | kat mpiv y' ’Apetous év wdyos cdoacd oe, and omit 
1471, 1472. So I believe this passage was originally continued 
after oixos in 1467 (reading also 1471, 1472, for otherwise 
Iphigeneia would have been addressed), before the second inter- 
polator confused everything by dragging in the deliverance of 
the chorus, I hardly think Dindorf has improved matters by 
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his attempt to patch up the passage from the Scholiast of Aristo- 
phanes. Note that the MS. readings in 1469, 1470, are éxowcaca 
oe, and zpiv y.’ The interpolated passage, 1456-1467, is due to 
a desire to illustrate ancient religious customs, and so far as that 
goes is interesting and instructive. 

1478, 1479 I should prefer to place a mark of interrogation 
at the end of 1478, and to read ovx for @eovs in 1479, placing 
of course a full stop instead of a mark of interrogation at the end 
of the verse. 


1482, 1483 I regard as interpolated as a consequence of what 


_ I have said before, and indeed their style is enough to condemn 
them. 


1490-1496, I regard as an interpolation, and 1490, 1491, 
should be assigned to Athena. For otherwise no commands 
would have heen addressed to the chorus by the goddess. The 
masculine d6vres of course in the plural is quite correct. The 
singular déeypor in 1496 is due to the choragus speaking for 
the rest. These verses are intended to keep up the idea, dear to 
the heart of its inventor, that the chorus were to be restored to 
their homes. 
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Here in the ordinary course the Iphigeneia in Aulis would 
follow. The very peculiar character of that play has however 
induced me to treat it in a different manner from the rest, and to 
place it in an appendix. I therefore continue with the Cyclops. 
In this play, our only example of the satyric drama, all the 
metrical licences are found that obtain in comedy, with this 
exception, that there is no instance of a verse without a caesura, 
or of a dactyl in the fifth place. 


2 I would read écfevey as Dindorf suggests. 


5 For y I would read & after érera, rejecting Hermann’s 
emendation 67’, ‘When’ is no doubt required somewhere, but 
it should be placed in 7, where I read: ’EyxéAaSov iréav ws péonv 
Gevav Sopi | éxrewva. That péony is better than és péony will hardly 
be disputed. As to Elmsley’s version which Dindorf gives, I can 
only say, that I would rather accept the synizesis in ivéay, than a 
verse without a caesura, and that ws is required, and might easily 
be corrupted to és. 
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40 For zpocyr’ dodais, I would read wdats tpoopre. See note 
on Tro. 1245. 

120 Compare Alc, 671. [do not then regard this as an example 
of the violation of the cretic canon. 

147 See Dindorf’s note on this verse. Iam rather disposed 
to think that 146, 147 are interpolated. For 148 answers satis- 
factorily to 145. 

153 écpuyv cannot be right, as Ulysses’ answer shows. I 
would read éogvv. The allusion is to rats Baxxiov, as the wine is 
called in 143. A misapprehension of do¢paivouai no doubt led to 
dopyv. The joke, if it can be called one, consists in Silenus 
inferring the xaAnv éodvv from the fragrance diffused by the wine. 

164 I would read: ds ei ’xmeiy wav xvAtka podve’n (por évein) 
pilav, and in 166 pia’ av és dAa for the M8. reading pia 7 
és GApyy. 

169 rovri as in Comedy. 

182, 188 Comp. note on 300, 301, but I think there is inter- 
polation, and I would read in one verse: riv zpoddtw, Aris Tdpew 
idotoa ypvceov K.T.X. 

194 I should prefer: drwrAdpec@ ap’. 

198 I should prefer: éreé ror peyad’ dv. v would disappear 
before 7. 

210 Note violation of cretic canon. Compare 304, 682. 

230 Elision of od is here admissible though not in tragedy. 

240 is I think interpolated, but I do not doubt that the inter- 
polator intended zvAdva, nor can I approve the emendation ’s 
prdava with its change of subject. 

245 is I suspect interpolated, and in 244 I would read, reject- 
ing it, Ta pév Edovr’ for thy éunv. vydvv acc. of the part. 

252 The MS. reading being 7a8’, not aird, I would read : apds 
avrpa oa” eicadiypevovs. Iam aware there is no example of eic- 
adixvovmat construed with zpds, but compare 288, which seems to 
me to confirm my reading here. 

260 I would restore xarehypOy. There seems no sufficient 
reason for reading y’ éhjp6n. 


288 The MS. reading is: rpds avrpa cots ddrypévovs. I would 
read then : mpos avrpa o” eicagrypevovs. Compare 252. Ican see 
no sufficient reason for reading évovus for diAovs. 
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293-296 The temple of Sunium has nothing to do with 
Poseidon, and I regard the words ra 6’—Svadopa (so apogr. Paris. 
reads. C. has dvcd¢pova) dveidy as interpolated. I would read then : 
Madéas tr’ dxpot xevOpdves, ovdé Karadvyas | Tepatorious ye Ppviiv 
éfedwxapev. The words I have noted appear to refer to the mis- 
fortunes of the Greeks on their return from Troy, and the inappro- 
priateness of this here marks the interpolation. I do not then 
recognise any lacuna, reading as I do. Strabo notices temples of 
Poseidon at Taenarum and Geraestus, but not at Malea. It is 
possible then that 293, 294 are interpolated, and that a lacuna 
begins after xatagvyai in 295, which the interpolator endeavoured 
to fill up by ra 6’ “EAAaSos | SUodopa y’ dve’dn, which are in fact 
Geraestus itself. Thus there would be even so no lacuna, as the 
text stands, the appearance of which is due to the unskilful 
menner in which the interpolator has patched up his verse 
with y’. 

299 I would restore dzoorpépe:. If you take no heed of argu- 
ments. But I shonld prefer: ei ot taitr’. 


300, 301 The rules regarding successive verses beginning 
with trisyllabic feet do not hold good in the Cyclops, but we do 
not find any example of more than two such verses. 


327 I would restore wrér\ov. xpovew aérAov is one thing, 
xtureiy is another. What it is that xpove: réxAov means I would 
rather not say. 


334 I can see no objection to the MS. reading aya otrun Ovu, 
or reason for altering it. See note on £/. 1141. 


343 I would restore the MS. reading rovde AéByra, reading 6 
dé, for y’ ds, so that it would be: révde AERO’, 6 dé Léoas. 


344 I would read Stadcpyrov for Suadopyrov with Scaliger. 


345, 346 Bwpyov does not seem a very probable correction for 
x@pov, nor do I see what 7@ xar’ avAov Gem depends on. Perhaps 
we should read: tw kar avAtov iva Jed (He monosyllable) or7- 
cavres audi kapov x.7.r. (Ped depending on audi). 

349 xapdiav and yvwunv can hardly both be right. Perhaps we 
should read 348, 349 thus: xat rots Oadaccious ye, viv 5 és anri- 


pevov, | yvounv xarécxov avdpos dvoowrdrov. 


392 I would read éréornoey for éréfecev with Lobeck. 


393 I should prefer : dBeAovs 7 Erect’, dxpous pev eyxexarpevous, 
so as to get rid of the repetition of avpi, which may have been 
an explanation, and in 394 xAddous for xAddwv (C. xAddw). 


395 is I think interpolated. The interpolator however, I do 
not doubt, intended odayetu in the sense of odayidas, and 
wrote yvdGovs not yvabors, meaning sacrificial knives of flint. 


410 I should prefer : dvérecey doOpa papvyos éfteis Bapv. 


430 The MS. reading is Aavaidav. I should prefer pyAovepwr, 
which corrupted to vyAcav might have led to Aavaidar. 


434 ddve can hardly be right. I would read with Musgrave 


wrépvya caNever. 


439, 440 I do not doubt, independent of their character, 
that these two verses are interpolated, for, as Paley points out, 
the chorus should only speak two verses. In 439 for cigdwva rov 
dirov, I would read, ovdeava tov didrwy (rav didwv, the Nymphs) 
and in 440, dvd’ otk éxyouey Sé xutadayeiv (the MS. reading 
except that I have inserted 5é after éyowev.) ‘ And as for this 
Cyclops we cannot eat him up, as he has served your companions.’ 
For what is to be understood by cvdedva, I refer to Macho (ap. 
Athenaeum p. 580 f. v. 71-75.) where Gnathaena’s abominable 
joke is explained by certain matutinal habits of the Greeks, for 
which see Arist. Hccles. 311-326. As regards the construction of 
xnpevopev, it may be explained, if not justified, by the verse of 
Archilochus, (F7. 71. Bergk) ai yap ws éuoi yévorro xetpa NeoBvAns 
Oyetv, where I hold NeoBvAns to depend on Oryetv and xeipa to be 
the acc. of the part. So I understand the construction in 
Phil. 761. | 


449 I should prefer, d0Acov évOvpnud pov. 
450 Here Sai is legitimate as in comedy. 


451 I rather think dradAdgéat should be restored, and that it 
depends on émifvpia in 449. 


469 I would read with Kirchhoff, év czovéats. 


470 I should prefer: cat cvdAd\aBolunv rod tudAodvtos opp’ 
éyw | dadod x.7.A. 


519, 520 I think we should read: cfu yap rod Baxylov | Oeov 
tpiBwv Tovd K.t.X. . 
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542 I believe to be interpolated, and that therefore there is 
no lacuna. 


560 I would read vai pa Avo with Aldus, not ot pa Ala, so 
as to retain Silenus’ favourite catch-word. vai pa Aia is just as 
appropriate here as in 555. 


564 is I think interpolated, and I would read in 564, ds 7’ 
éxmce. Silenus suits the action to the word. 


571 I hold Casaubon’s reading ozévra to be the true one. 
It might readily be corrupted to ovyavra, which besides would be 
suggested by 568. 


+878, 574 I would read thus: xav piv ordons rodw wy eis 
tmvov Bade. Ulysses should only speak two verses as at 570, 
571. 


581 I should prefer : ov« av kvcayse Xapiras al repoot pe. 


604 I think we should read: airoto. vavrais dmodéoyr’ 
’Odvocéa. 


633 The MS. reading is xai rév. xavrdv does not commend it- 
self to me. Perhaps we should read in 633, 634: poyAdv AaBeiv, 
ws THS TUYNS Ko.wpeHa, leaving out the rest. 


642 I would restore the MS. reading dvSpes. 


671, which interrupts the succession of the half-verses, I 
believe to be interpolated, 


672 I should prefer: ov cé tis Hdixyno’ dpa. This seems to me 
to have more point, and one aorist follows another. 


674 Dindorf has the note, fortasse delendus. So I think 
without any fortasse. 


686 I should prefer: wepidyovcivy ye. mwepidyw intransitive. 
See Lid. and Scott. s. v. 


688 Oirs should certainly be read for ofros with Hartung. 


690 I would read d€éuas not cap’, Theo of déuas disappear- 
ing before the 6 of ‘Odvecéuws, led to the MS. day’. 


692 I think ye should be retained after drep. pe if needed 
could be placed after qvcas, as a Parisian copy of C. does 
actually place it. 


second hand in Ff. But he must mean, /06, (0/, as he refers to 
different readings of the first and second hands in 705. I would 
then leave out 706, 707, as interpolated, and read in 795, atroiot 
vavtats cvyxepawocw Badwv. For ovyxepavviocw compare Crat. 
Pyt. 8. 4., where cvyrpijw occurs in the verse before. I do not 
refer to Bacchae 1103, because I regard that verse as spurious. 
See Dindorf’s note on 705, and observe the clumsy attempts to 
make up the defect in the verse caused by ovvrpifw, which we 
read in the first and second hands in P. 





a 
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85 Aivéas. This synizesis may be compared with that of 


‘iréav in Cyel. 7. 


118 #v dpa, means, ‘ even if they do it at all,’ and should be 
followed by a comma. 


151 is, I suspect, interpolated. 


156, 157 are I think interpolated. éi rovrois would seem to 
refer to conditions, but none had been made. 


166 L would read, zodtoxyov, which I think is confirmed by 
821, where Hector is addressed as roXioxov xpatos. moXtodyos is 1 
think Ionic. In the passages cited by Lid. and Scott from 
Aristophanes two are lyric, and in Aves. 827 zoAdfoxos might be 
read. All the examples in Aesch. S.C’.7. are lyric, and in 109 I 
learn the metre requires 7oA‘oxos. 

220, 221 are I think interpolated. atSa Tudéws is far too 
remote from xravwv. I would read then, ’Odvocéa, in 219, re- 
jecting them. They are in no way necessary, and it seems 
probable that Dolon like the chorus would only speak three 
verses, 

302 I should prefer BeBar’, of which I regard éorér’ as an 
explanation. 

333 I should prefer: picd pirois Os torepov Bondpoper. 

334-341 I think there is no lacuna, but that 335-338 is 
interpolated, while I would read 339, 340, thus: dAA’ ed rapatveis 
kat Adywv exatt cov, and in 341 wapéorw for rapéorat. 

390 I should prefer: yatpw dé o’ etrvxotvd’ Spav Kadypevov. 
The expl. zpoonpevoy expelled dpar. 

450-453 It almost seems to me as if the passage should be 
read thus: mpés olkov elu, xairep vortepos poddv | répoas ’Axatods 
rous péy’ abxodvras Sopi. | iuav Sé paris dowid’ dpyrat yep. Unless 


- indeed, 452, 453 are interpolated. 
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477, 478 vowov ‘EAAdsos seems a strange expression. I 
should be disposed to read: od fadiov & dd’ “EAAad éxrépoat 
Sopi. 

491 I should prefer: xara orop’ ovv rugov p’ 'AyiAd€ws orparor. 
Disappearance of ovv led I suppose to what we read. «ai seems 
quite out of place. Perhaps for “AxwAAdéws we should read 
"AxtAAciov. 

492, The MS. reading is évrdfa. I think @otpov is an ex- 
planation and that we should read otk éor’ éxeivov o” dytiov 
ragat dopit. 

496 I should prefer: ris § ody. Disappearance of the » of 
ovv before ~ might have led to ris 57. 

500 The MS. reading is xa not «fs. I would read xeis. 

525 For d3€y6a. I would read pevew. See Dindorf’s note. 


565, 566 open the stichomythia. I would read then decpav 
for Seopa in 567, rejecting 568, 569 as interpolated, for Diomede 
should only speak one verse. deopov depends on xrvzov in 566. 

575 is interpolated like 568, 569. racde agrees with eivas 
in 574. 

581 Omitting this verse I would read 580 thus: ri dyra 
Spapev 5 TOV yap avdp ody nUpoper. 

582-584 Ulysses should only speak one verse. I would 
read then thus: oreiywpuev’ od yap tHv TUxnv Buortéov, leaving 
out the rest. 

585 Compare 85 and the note on that verse. 

593 I regard as interpolated ; and I would read, 591, 592 
thus: zds 8 ov (sc. édpdcapev), Kxravovre vavoTaOpwv Kata- 
OKOTOV ; 

595, 596 I should prefer to read in one verse: zot 5) wepare 
kapoiay Sedyyjevor ; 

612 is I suspect interpolated, and also 620, 621. yOdv xéxevbe 
(621) is a strange expression in such a connexion. 

633 I should prefer xaraxavovra for xarbavovra. 

643 It would seem there must be four actors. For though 
Ulysses appears to leave the stage at 626, yet Paris immediately 
shows himself in the distance, and cannot be represented by the 
actor who takes the part of Ulysses. 
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675-691 This passage has been much corrupted and con- 
fused. Of 675-682 Dindorf says: In libris haec choro tribu- 
untur. 676, 677 are I believe spoken by the choragus, who is 
in fact the lochagus. He is pursuing Diomede and Ulysses, of 
whom he has caught a glimpse as they run across the stage. 
Ulysses immediately returning faces the lochagus, who exclaims 
ris 68’ évip ; He is answered by one of his men in 678, where I 
would read 7 tives xA@res x.7.X. for kAOmes oitwes. The lochagus 
replies rdvd’ éxw, kai rovd’ Euapya (for so I read for rovcd’ with 
Dindorf, though I do not think there is any question of Diomede 
as he does, but that the rovde in both cases means the same man, 
Ulysses). He then addresses Ulysses, as I would read, thus: 
tis ov; Tis 6 Adxos; TIHev; I do not doubt Adxos is the true 
reading for Adyos cannot possibly be used in the sense of ovvOnpa, 
while I regard €Bas as an explanation of zofev, and zodazds ef of 
tis ov, which has disappeared from the text. ‘Who are you? 
What is your company? Where do you come from?’ dev 
éBas ; modamds ef; is the unmetrical reading of V. 683 I do not 
regard as interpolated, though ojpepoy, which is not in V., has 
very probably been inserted to supply some word which has 
dropped out. I can see no real objection to the crasis, yoy eidévar. 
and the MS. that has it (no doubt ex correctione) is confirmed 
by V. who reads o8 o” éxpqv, which has I think arisen from 
reading ovoeypy aS ov o° éxpy. The lochagus provoked by 
Ulysses’ insolence now demands the pass-word with threats. 
Perhaps one might read in 683 (regarding ojpepov dpacas as an 
interpolation to supply a lacuna): ov ce ypy eidévac’ Oavet yap mpiv 
padeiv KaKos Kakas. . 

685 I would read: cicitw (sc. 7 Adyxn) Odpoe, wéAas iO x.7.A. 
The MS. reading is iorw, Odpoe, réAas if, though they assign 
meéXas tht to the chorus. The words ate x.7.A. I again assign to 
the lochagus, who like Achilles, in. Zroilus and Cressida, prefers 
to have his killing done for him by deputy ; and whatever in 
the text is assigned to the Hemichori I assign to him down 
to ddpv in 688. 

686 I would read: OA. toft Phodv p’ os Karéxra. XO. od 8 
éué Tov KTevouvra oé. ‘ Know me for the man who killed Rhesus,’ 
says Ulysses, to which the lochagus replies : ‘And do you know 
me for the man who will kill you.’ The MS. reading is: 4 ot 
59 ‘Phoov xaréxtas. XO. ddAAG Tov Krevoovra ce. 


Q 
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687 I would read: OA. icye ras tis. XO. Oetve, Ocitv’. OA. a, 
didtov avdpa wi xravys. Oetve, Oct’, though widely differing from 
the MS. reading, od pera, is suggested by Ulysses’ reply. 
(Perhaps ov pevo is for od pév ovv.) ts is no doubt an ancient 
correction but I think a probable one. 


689 The lochagus, now satisfied that Ulysses is a friend and 
not one of the two or more men whom he dimly saw running 
away, asks him if he knows which way they have gone. I 
would assign then the second half of the verse to Ulysses, 
reading xareSdpnv for xareiSouev. As he speaks he pretends to 
be following them and disappears in the darkness. 


690 Here I would assign the words épre — airav to the 
lochagus, and 7} (as I read for 4) Bony éyepréov ; to one of his 
men, assigning 691 to the lochagus. So I assign the dialogue, 
704-709, to the lochagus and a soldier who speaks to him, the 
lochagus being represented in the text by HM. B, and the 
soldier by HM. A. 


In 722-727 I would assign 722, 723 to the lochagus, and 
then what the text gives to HM. B to him, and what appears 
under HM. A to the soldier. 


724 S8vcoifw can have no other meaning but ‘to suspect,’ 
and I read with Musgrave dvcog’ ov for dvcofe in 805. In 
Agam. 1316 I render ‘I am ‘not suspicious through fear, as a 
bird suspects a bush ’ (ovror dvcoifw Odpvov as dpvis PdBw). 


725 I would read: ri; A€fov’ ti tapBeis; I think the dpas of 
V. and some MSS., which is supplemented in others by 87, has 
arisen from A¢fwv being read for A€fov, so that it appeared to be 
a repetition of Aackwy, causing dpas to be substituted ; or, may 
be, deas was intended to fill up a supposed ellipsis after ri, which 
was misunderstood. I render: ‘Suspecting what? speak out ; 
what are you afraid of ?’ 


7174-782 I would follow V.’s arrangement of these verses as 
stated by Dindorf (774, 776, 775, 779, 780, 781, 777, 778, 782), 
rejecting however, 777, 778 as interpolated, and presenting the 
passage thus: (774) as 8 éxwyOnv eyo (776) Arvod 7 adtois py 
mwedaler Oat orpatea, (115) érrngdrny te kavexwpeitnv radu, then 779, 
780 as in the text (only that in 779 I would read éyw for mdAw). 


7183 édpaiav pax is the accusative of the part, while izzovs in 


t 
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781 is the direct object of éreuBeBoras. I should prefer however 
to read: éreuBeBare dvo0 AvKw 'Spaiav pay. 

793, 794 aiydfovra can hardly be right. I think there is 
interpolation, and I would read: dp@és 8 dvaccw, kai pe Sop 
Onpwevov K.7.X. 

836 With Nauck I would reject this verse as spurious. 


844 Perhaps for ris we should read mds, ’Apyeiwv ts being 
understood as the subject af 7AGev, and borrowed from 843. 


877, 878 I should prefer: Adfuvcbe rovde, xavrov és Sopous 
enous | dyovres, ws ay py 'yKaAy ropovvere. 

879-881 I should prefer: tpets 8 idvres rotow ev rele 
vexpovs | Oamrrev xeAeoOe k 7.4. The passage as it stands seems to 
me to savour of interpolation. 


924 I would read xeivw with the MSS.: ‘That famous 
sophist.’ 
944. See note on Aesch. Suppl. 933. 


947 For BoiBos the sense seems to require éyw te. I suppose 
some one bearing in mind Apollo’s connexion with the Muses, 
and zealous for his honour, intruded his name. 


950 See note on Soph. 0.R. 1184. 


989 I should prefer orparg, and oxddomas for refyy 7’ in 990. 
Comp. 116. 
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The Ihesus is generally acknowledged not to be the work of 
Euripides, and indeed it seems strange any competent critic 
should ever have supposed it was so, but the Heraclidae seems 
still pretty generally accepted as genuine. It appears to me to be 
a play of the same period as the Rhesus, but it differs from it in 
this that the author is an imitator of Euripides, though he but 
imperfectly copies the style, and shows no trace of the genius of 
the author, in whose footsteps he follows. The plan of the play 
is borrowed from the Supplices, and the episode of Macaria is a 
reproduction of that of Menoeceus in the Phoenissae. The piece 
of burlesque in this play, when [olaus is represented feebly 
hobbling off to the battle-field, is of much the same character, as 
the equally burlesque scene between Ulysses and the Trojan patrol 
in the Rhesus, and would seem to be characteristic of the plays of 


Q 2 
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that time. In both plays style language and versification are 
good, but the matter poor and feeble. As regards length: if the 
prologue of the Rhesus were extant, they would consist of almost 
exactly the same number of verses. Their brevity is chiefly owing 
to the very small space the choral odes occupy in them, as 
compared with the plays of Sophocles and Euripides. As to the 
date of the play one might conjecture it was performed about 
the time of the Lacedaemonian alliance of 369 Bc. It is to be 
observed that in the speech in favour of that alliance, which 
Xenophon puts in the mouth of the Phliasian Procles, these 
words occur (Hel. 6. 5. 47): xadod ye py Kaxelvov ovros, GTe TXOV- 
tes THY Etpvobéws UBpw, Suecwoare Tovs HpaxA€ovs mratdas. 

7 I would restore 7ovxws. 

30 ’IdAaos in iambics is as inadmissible as MevéAaos. I would 
read : ovxér’ IoAews quvve «.7.A. “IoAews, trisyllable. 

33, 34 Omitting the words Budpror—-rpocwdeAjoa, as inter- 
polated, I would read : ixéra: xafefoperOa: wedia yap trade. Thus 
we get rid of the repetition y6dva, yOovos as well as the objection- 
able clause itself. 

38 dpov I think should be restored, reading rové’ here (with P.), 
and réppova in 37 ; réppova, an adjective, as it appears to be in 
Helena 1473, and indeed it is I believe always properly so with 
dpos understood, as Aewddpos is with 6dds understood. 

43-45 xémBwpocrareiv, which Dindorf well calls monstrum 
vocabuli, is due I believe to interpolation. I would read: owe’ 
medalew yap kopas Bupa véas | aidovuc’. “YAAos 8 ols re mpeaBever 
yevos k.T.A. : 

63 For po I think ov should be read; ov corrupted to ox 
borrowed p from the y of zovor. 


72 I believe to be interpolated. 

89 I would read: ‘IdAewv’ S€uas yap ovx axynpuKrov Tobe. 

145 In the MS. reading év rotor § airots toio., the second 
roto. has every appearance of interpolation. Perhaps we should 
read : dei mi Tots avtotow éeorapev Adyots. 

163 I would read: TrpuvOiowt roAcuov abyjoes exe. I regard 
’Apyetors as an explanation of Tipvr@iocs. 


185 The MS. reading is: otdéy éo@" Hiv ért, which I would 
restore, reading however “Apyos for “Apyovs. 
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211 airaveiwy here, in no way vouches for adravéyios being a 
tragic word. For in this most prosaic argument, which sounds 
like an extract from a speech, wept ‘HpaxAéovs xAnpov, it is 
essential that the degree of relationship should be stated with 
accuracy. 


217 I hold to be interpolated, and I would read 218 thus : 
“Awovu '§ épenvav as avyyayey puxov K.T.A. 

226 I regard the words kai xaraorédw yepoty, as interpolated. 
What has such an expression as xaracrédw xepotvy in common with 
Andr, 894 and Jph. A. 1216, that Lid. and Scott cite in defence 
of it? One might conjecture: a\X’ dvropal ce mpds orépuv axw 
xepow, restoring the MS. xaiin 227, for which Dindorf has 7%. 
Compare Eur. Suppl. 10 and 259, which last may have suggested 
kataotépw. (Scaliger’s emendation xaracrepy, for xatactpody, 
seems certain.) 


236 rpiccai cvpdopas éd0¢ means, I suppose, three distinct 
circumstances that affect the case in question ; cvydopa meaning 
here anything that occurs in conjunction with something else. 

237 I would read: ras cas "IdoAcws py rapwoacba Arras. For 
the MS. éévovs, Kirchhoff reads Adyous, Aitas was I suppose 
corrupted to aitas and éras, which suggested the correction £évous 
metri gratia, As the copyists prefer MevécAae to MevdAcus (voc.) 
so here they have preferred ’IdAae to ‘IdAews. 

251 For xpés roicdé +’; I should prefer xat mpds rad’ x.1.X. 
(xpos adverbial). 

263 éxeivous the Argives. 

312 I do not think there is any lacuna, and I would read here 
nyccoOe ve for vopuiere. 

313 I should prefer: xai uy zor’ aipecO’ éxOpdv és yaiay Sdpv. 

314, 315 The words a\Aa—vopifer’, are, I suspect, interpo- 
lated. 

320, 321 I would read these two verses in one thus: fav odv 
éyw oe Kat Oavwv Onoews wéAas, and in 322, rade A€ywv Kai od’ 
evppava. | 

384 Restoring Adyous I would read ob yap te od Wevoet x.7.X. 
‘You will not belie’. ov disappeared before Pevoet. 

387 I would read racd’ for ras with Hartung. 
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403 I would read woois 88 xpyopav. Comp. 488. 

406 I should prefer: xai raAAa piv 8) «.7.A. 

407 I think Triclinius’ reading zacw is the right one, and 
that for é& we should read é. 

415 I would restore &yv eiciSors, reading ye wuxvas for wuxvas av. 

462 Certainly pevdés should be read with Nauck, if the word 
is to be retained. But I should prefer to read ovx aA7Oés, leaving 
out Kaxov. 


470 isI think interpolated. 

490 I hold Porson’s reading which Dindorf adopts to be the 
true one, and that xeAevew got into the text from 408. 

498 I would read : éy 7@de karexdpeoPa. I can see no justifica- 
tion for xai. The MS. reading is xedyopeo6a. 

511 I would certainly read with Nauck, rid’ 6. riod’ 6 was 
corrupted to riade, and corrected to riod’ a. 


513 xarerad twa is the reading of the first handin P. We 
should then certainly read : xdzeir’ driyua with Kirchhoff. 


529 I should prefer: xai mu’ S8paiver’ ci Soxet. Katapyerbe was 
I suppose an explanation. Comp. Jph. 7. 54. 

539, 540 I would read: ot gar’ ddAAdOev dpdvnua adv | GAd’ ef 
éxeivov, oréppa THs Ocias dpevds, and I would reject 541, 542, as 
interpolated. The form ‘HpaxAjos is suspicious, and aicyvvopat is 
in no way to the purpose. 

577 is I think interpolated, and suggested by 453-455. 
Macaria could have had uo knowledge of Iolaus’ offer. Whether 
we read yu here or xai with Kirchoff, the sense is the same, for 7 
is to be construed with rpd6upos. 

640 See note on Soph. 0.C. 1543. 

647 I would read: pay tis a’ ’IoAews x.7.X. 


657 The MS. reading being cé zpdc6e, I should be disposed to 
read ws mpdabe and rovde por. 

665 I am inclined to regard this verse as spurious, and omit- 
ting it I would read in 666: jyav dp’ Epyov éotiv icropely rade: 
If 665 is genuine I would read: od pév ydp* x.7.A. in 666. 

673 mdpos for eas is hardly probable. Perhaps we should 
read : 70y mappa opayia rééw etxacov. 


684 I should prefer zpéypa, for tpaipua. 
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689 I would read: dGAX’ od payovpel’ apiOpsy otv éAdocoves. 
‘We shall be no fewer if I make one.’ The MS. reading is 
ovv paxotp’ apiOpnov ovK éAdoooct. 

690 I would read, zpocOyoes. This corrupted to, rpocéeis, 
led to P.’s reading wpoorwOeis. 

743 See note on H.F, 220. 

784, 785 Hartung’s emendation of these verses which Dindorf 
adopts gives a very good sense. I would suggest however to read 
them thus : décrowa, pvOovs coi re cvvtopwrarous | KAvetv, God TE 
tovade KaAdXdiorovs dépw. Compare the MS. reading: décrowa, 
pvOovs coi te auvTopwrdrous | kAvew, éuot te Trade KaAXLoTOUS 
pépw. | 
792 I would read this verse thus: faci peyrrov 7’ cixdens 
Kata orparov, and in 793 I restore the MS. reading: 6 peév yépwv 
ovx éotw "IdAews Ode. ‘They are alive,’ says the retainer, ‘and 
the most glorious in the army’; ‘is not surely the old man 
Tolaus,’ breaks in Alemena expecting to hear it is Hyllus (68 not 
to be connected with Iolaus but understood as 6 péysorov ebxAens) 
‘ But he is though,’ replies the retainer. 

805, 806 One might read in 805: érei (C. emi) yqv ryvde o’ 
ovx éacopev, and in 806: pydev epyaca. (The MS. reading is 
ovoev épydoe). The change of pydév épyacat to ovdev éepydoe: led 
to avdpds in 807, rightly corrected back by Hartung to dvdpav. 

845 I would read, ’IdX\ews éreu Boat x.7.A, 

859 I think the original reading was, y’ ’IdAews, which will 
account for the MS. reading, wéAcews. ye would imply that what- 
ever might be the truth about Hercules and Hebe, there could be 
no doubt that Iolaus captured Eurystheus. 


884. I believe to be interpolated. 


888 I should prefer to read peuvnuévy here, and restore 
éAevépwoov in 890. Perhaps too we should read od for 6 in 889. 

930 I should be disposed to read rvynv with Stobaeus for 
TUXELV. 

947, 948 cannot stand together. I would however read, 
946-948, thus: ri yap od Tov éudv, dv@ Grou peéev eote vir, | ovK, d 
mavoupye, ato érAys kabvBpioca ; taking the clause parenthetically, 
and connecting 6s in 949 with 945. Or perhaps rejecting 946- . 
948 as interpolated, we should read in 949, fav6’ Ss zap’ “Acdyv 


> AX 


qatd éov KAT ITYAYES. 
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950, 951 I regard the clause tSpas (the MS. reading)—éreuzes, 
as interpolated. Leaving it out I would read in 951: &@ mpos dé 
ToUTots GAN’ éunxavw xaxa | ovy®: placing a mark of interrogation. 
at the end 949. 

962 is I think interpolated and therefore there is no lacuna. 

987, 988 I would read in one verse: cot nev ye o@ Te madi 
ovyyevns yeyws. 

999 The MS. reading being ye, not ts, I would read ye 
xpyora. 

1015 For rov re I would read révée. 

1026 I would read ride 5’ oty zed, the MS. reading being 
57 oA. 

1030 I would read: @avovra p’ ci yap Oaweé’; p «i was I 
suppose corrupted to pe. 


1032 I would read, yipiv for xai cof and, in 1041, édoyr 
with Kirchhoff. . 

1050, 1051 The words, elra—xravévras, are a manifest inter- 
polation. I would read: xopifere, Sudes, che: wy yap éArions 
x.7.A., and in 1052 éxBarety for éxBareis. 
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EUR. IPH. A. 


The Iphigeneia in Aulis which was left unfinished by 
Kuripides was, as we are informed by the Scholiast on Aristo- 
phanes (Ranae 67), brought on the stage after his death by his 
son along with the Alemaeon and the Bacchae. This version of the 
play is clearly not the one which has come down to us, which is 
a patchwork composed by different hands, and seems to belong to 
a comparatively late period, probably not earlier than the fourth 
or fifth century after Christ. None of the choruses seem to be 
the work of Euripides, and it is remarkable that the matter 
introduced appears to be suggested by the scattered fragments of 
Euripides, and intended to carry out the plot there indicated, and 
not to be derived from any complete version of the play in the 
hands of the interpolators. It will be objected that the words 
of the Chorus, 66: 8j—oras, (547-551) are quoted by Athenaeus 
(562. f.) But he attributes them to Chaeremon to whom I do not 
doubt they belong, and that they have been inserted here from 
Athenaeus. They are excellent in themselves, and contrast 
strangely with the very poor matter with which they have been 
incorporated. It is true that immediately after Athenaeus 
appears to attribute certain verses of the Traumatias of Alexis 
to the same author, but that is due to a lacuna in his text, not 
to any mistake on his part. 

It has been strangely supposed by Dindorf that the prologue 
(49-114) is quoted by Aristotle (Rheé. 3.11. p. 1411 b. 30) where 
we find rovAcvOepov “EAAnves agavres wooiv, which he takes to 
be quoted from, rotvredbev obv “EAAnves agavres Sopi, there (80). It 
seems to me then that it is not Aristotle who quotes the prologue, 
but the author of the prologue has adopted what he found 
in Aristotle. The passage of Aristotle however where the quota- 
tion occurs, as well as the quotation itself, appears to be corrupt, 
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and I will endeavour to correct it. I therefore give it in full: 
Aéyw 52, wpd oppadtwv, tadta qoetv & evepyowwra onpaiver’ olov, 
Tov ayaGov avépa davat eivat Terpaywvov, petapopa, dudw yap rédea, 
GAN’ ov onpaiver évépyetav: GANG 70, avOovaav Exovres THY aKuHV, 
évépyeia, kai TO, 7¢ 5’ Garep Aperov, évépyeta, kal, ToUAEVOEpov “EAAnves 
gfavres trociv, To agavres évépyeia kal petapopa (I give the reading 
of A). My Teubner edition of 1885 has the note: roivredbev 
ovv ex Euripide pr. Victor. et post eum omnes editiones ; rovAev- 
Gepov 8’ “EAAnves. Y”. Z°., rd éXevPepors "EAAnves 2. which though 
a correction, I take to be the true reading. It is clear from the 
other examples that zo is no part of the quotation but improperly 
attached to édevepov, while éAXevPépors does not merely satisfy 
the metre, but gives the sense required, for the improper applica- 
tion of the epithet éAevOdpos to an inanimate object zociv, con- 
stitutes the peragopd, and déavres the évépyera. I would therefore 
strike out the words 76 agavres, for once we get rid of them we 
obtain a perfectly clear and consistent sense. That what I have 
stated is the proper explanation of peradopa appears from what 
immediately follows : 76 ra dyvya Euprya orev dea THS perapopas. 
As regards the expression éAevépos zociv, I would compare 
Eumelus (ap. Paus. iv. 33), r@ yap "IOwydra xaradvp.os érdero 
Moica xafapa Kat eAeVOepa capBar’ éyovoa (Bergk reads xafapay, 
understanding x@dpav, but that does not affect my point, which 
is the epithet éAcvOepa applied to cauBada). 

It is also alleged with more probability that é\6wvy—MeveAaor, 
(71-77) is quoted by Clem. Alex. (Paed. p. 95). I would observe 
that Clement makes no mention of Euripides and the Iphigeneia, 
but only quotes 6 rpayixos. I will give the passage as it is found 
in his text, which seems to me conclusive that the author of the 
prologue got the verses from Clement, and not Clement from him. 
ehOwv 8 éx Dpvyav 6 ras Oeas | xpivwv (Prol. xpivas) 68’ as 6 pdOos 
’Apyeiwv (Prol. dvOpdrwv) A€ye: (the rest asin the Prologue). Now 
it seems clear that xpivwy is a more forcible and picturesque 
expression than xpivas. «xpivwy has a touch of irony, ‘This 
fellow who judges goddesses’; xpivas simply states a fact. Again 
no one would think of changing dvOpad7wv to ’Apyeiwv, while on 
the other hand the interpolator might easily make the opposite 
change. The verses too, though not of first-rate quality, are cer- 
tainly very superior to those in whose company they find them- 
selves. 
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As regards MevéAaov in 77 (where for Spduw I would read 
péeonv, P. having po, C. popw) it appears no doubt in the text of 
Clement, but it does not follow that he did not write Mevédcwr, 
(tris.) for we do not know what followed in the author quoted, 
and MevéA\aov may be due to the copyists. But I think there is 
reason to believe that the interpolator wrote, MevéAewy’ 68’ ov 
here, and MevéAewv. éreAOwv in 71. For in 84 we find: xapé orpa- 
Tye Kata MevéAew xdpwv, where xara is plainly out of place. [ 
think then that the interpolator wrote: «dra orparnyetv pe opicr 
Mevé\ew xapwv, and that the usual objection to MevéAew (tris.) led 
to what we read. 

As regards the supposed quotation by Plutarch (449, 450) I 
have already noticed it in the Preface, p. xx 1. 10 from bottom, 
and I believe these are the only alleged quotations to be found 
in ancient authors from those parts of the play I do not regard as 
the work of Euripides.! 


The verses 1532-1629, which no one regards as genuine, are 
of course an independent addition, and have no real connexion 
with 1-1531, which existed as a complete whole before they were 
written. 

It is possible that the verses quoted by Aeclian as from the 
Iphigeneia in Aulis, and which point to a very different denoue- 
ment from that in the play we now read, may perhaps be derived 
from the version of the Iphigeneia performed after the death of 
Euripides. But I find this difficulty that ¢iAouw is used there 
simply for, ‘ their,’ a sense I believe not authorized by Attic or 
tragic usage. Perhaps however for, éAadov 8 ’Axatav xepotv 
évOnow didros, Aelian wrote, éyw 8’ "Axadv yepoiv évOnow ’Aadov | 
Kepovocay k.7.A., and thit what we find is due to the copyists, 
who I think I have observed are apt to alter the text in cases 
of aphaeresis. : 

The only parts of the play then which I attribute to Euripides 
are 1-163 (striking out the prologue), 303-412, 511-525, 
640-740, 801-910, 1106-1254, 1338-1401, 1459-1467. With 
these then I propose to deal, without concerning myself as to 
the rest. 


1 No doubt before this verse Euripides intended to place one 
of those prologues in which all the circumstances of the play 


1 I should observe that Stobaeus quotes 979, 980, but I refer to authors 
before the fourth or fifth century, 
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would have been explained to the audience. It seems to me not 
improbable that this prologue was to have been spoken by 
Menelaus, who at the end of it would express his intention of 
going out to meet Iphigeneia, and so leave the stage. This 
would account for our finding him struggling with the old slave 
for the possession of Agamemnon’s letter at 303. As Menelaus 
left the stage Agamemnon would issue from the royal quarters 
with a light and sealed packet in his hand. I suppose him 
to look about him, and then turning towards the house which he 
has just left, to call to the old slave to come out to him. 


2-5 The words ri d:—adpeorw appear to me to be inter- 
polated. ri 8 xawvoupyeis «.7.A. is repeated in other words in 
12, 13. The promise contained in revoer (3) is not fulfilled, and 
the oreiywuev éow of 16 seems to show that the old slave 
expected no information. 4, 5 are to me in any case suspicious 
from their style. 


9 I would read: otxovy POdyyos tis y’ dpvidwv, for I regard 
10, 11 as interpolated. Agamemnon is anxious for the dawn to 
break in order to dispatch the old man with the letter. He 
calls him out then to give him an idea of how much of the night 
has passed, his question practically amounting to: What o'clock 
is it? Judging from the answer that it will not be day for 
some time, he observes: ‘ Yes, to be sure; the birds have not 
begun to chirp.’ 10,11 are in no way to the purpose. The old 
slave, having as he supposes satisfied his master that it was yet 
early, and perhaps finding it chilly, proposes they should go in 
again. He evidently supposes he has been called out for no 
other purpose but to give an idea of what time it is. 

12 From what follows in the play it is clear not a tent but a 
house is intended. Either then we should read: ri od 8 otkwv 
vavd, or Huripides has wade a slip, which seems more probable. 


33 I would read with Stobaeus vevousorac. P.C. Bovdrdcper’ 
éori, and so Plutarch, for I regard BovAcmevoy as a mere copyist’s 
error. BovAduevos seems to be used incorrectly (I mean from 
the point of view of tragic usage) as it is in 1270, a verse that 
occurs in a non-Euripidean part of the play. 


37 P.C. xai raira. I would read xdreira whica seems to 
give the sense required. A wax tablet is intended. 


39, 40 I regard the words zevxyv, Oadrepov, as interpolated. 
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Agamemnon might dash the tablet to the ground but hardly the 
light. I would read then in one verse: pirres re wédw, kata 
ddxpu xewv. Here follows a lacuna, either in the text, or because 
what is required to complete the sense was never written by 
Euripides, and this has led to the intrusion of the prologue, 
and the insertion of the anapaests, 115, 116, to connect with 
those that follow. Before reading the letter to the old 
slave, Agamemnon must necessarily have told him of his change 
of purpose, and that he no longer intended to marry Iphigeneia 
to Achilles, so that he was to be dispatched to meet her and 
prevent her coming to the camp. Note that 115, 116 are 
found in P.C. after 118, showing that they are the interpolation 
of a different hand from the author of the prologue, and brought 
in from the margin. 

130-132 are sufficiently shown to be spurious by their style. 
But before 133 there must be another lacuna. For between 129 
and 133 Agamemnon must have explained to the old man that 
the marriage was a mere blind in order to get Iphigeneia sent to 
Aulis to be sacrificed, not merely that Achilles had never heard of 
it. To return however tothe letter. 120, 121 appear to me to be 
corrupted, and I think we should read: ray ddtxAvorov rrépvy’: 
EvBotas | AtAw xoArwédy. KoAradn was I suppose removed from 
its position, owing to a mistaken notion that the hiatus, which 
is justified by the full stop, was inadmissible. The same notion I 
suppose led to dxAvorav for axAvorov, for I conceive dAuAvorov 
to have been corrupted to dxAvorov before the transfer. 
l.ycophron seems to be the earliest authority for d«Avoros, which 
is not elsewhere found in tragedy. mréepvya because the bay of 
Aulis enfolded the projecting coast of Euboea like a wing, 
Comp. Strabo, p. 445, xupty mpomimrrovea mpos tovs kat Avra 
ToTous THS Bow rias. 

144: wopos cyiords does not here mean a cross-road, but refers 
to the diverging tracks, into which the road would split in a level 
and easy country. Agamemnon means therefore, that while 
following one track he is to be on the look out so that the chariot 
may not pass him unnoticed on another. 

149, 150 Both these verses, and not merely 149, seem to me 
interpolated. I would read then in 148, Aava@y zpos vais tiv 8 
avrnoas k.t.A., omitting them. yy to be referred to amjvy. 


154 I regard the words, 77 o7 7’ dAcxw, a8 interpolated, for 
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everything seems to show that Agamemnon only expected 
Iphigeneia, and that his wife's subsequent appearance was the 
greatest shock and surprise to him. Note the, zatda xopzifovo’, of 
147, and also 328, where there is no reference to Clytaemnestra. 
Besides what confirmation beyond the letter would Clytaemnestra 
require, or what would Iphigeneia have to say in the matter in 
her mother's presence? I would read then, A€ye, oy madi, 
omitting, ry oy T dddoxyw. 

155 Agamemnon I take it hands over the seal with which he 
had sealed the tablet to the old man. I should prefer then: 
odpayida S€xou tHvd’ eri SAT, | tTHV od Kopifes. Change of ryv to 
nv led I suppose to what we read. éri 8€Arw, in addition to the 
packet. . rode pas, the light Agamemnon holds in his hand, and 
which the dawn makes look pale. The old man leaves the stage 
at 163, and Agamemnon retires into the house. 


303 Menelaus comes upon the stage, which one must suppose 
occupied only by the chorus, followed by the old slave who 
‘endeavours to wrest from him Agamemnon’s letter. I would 
read the verse thus: devd, MevéAcws, roApas, & o ob ToAMGr pew. 
- The emphatic dewva properly begins the verse, even if the form 
MevéAaos were admissible. 


314-316 These verses, even independent of their style, are 
manifestly interpolated. Agamemnon comes out of the house 
unseen at first by the two combatants, whose attention is only 
drawn to him by his angrily asking what this unseemly clamour 
is about. He shows the displeasure he feels by addressing the 
old slave without noticing his brother, who is about to answer 
him when Menelaus cuts him short. Agamemnon is not aware 
that Menelaus has got his letter till he shows it him at 322. 
The arrogance of Agamemnon to his brother, who however is not 
disposed to submit to it, and his meekness in the presence of his 
wife are finely contrasted. 


' $24 P. C. have: ov zpiv av deffw ye Aavaois ract (P. aracr) 
- téyyeypappéeva. I would read: od mpiv av deléw y’ dract Aavatdats 
 podov trade. ‘Not till I go and show all the Greeks this’ ; 
holding out to Agamemnon the face of the tablet, so as to show 
. him he has opened it and knows the contents. Once one realizes 
to oneself how the thing would be acted, one sees clearly that, 
réyyeypoppeva, is an interpolation. The Greeks are called, 
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Aavaot, in the anapaestics, but always, Aavaida, here in the 
trochaics. 

333 P. C. have: éxxexdpuwevoar zovypdv. I read: éxxexop- 
Wetcbac zovnpov ; ‘It is not good to be too clever; a cunning 
tongue wins hatred for its owner.’ 

335 P.C. have: otro: xatawe Aiav o” eyo. I would read: 
ovror Sevvdow Aiav o’ éyw. ‘I willnot be too hardon you.’ Ssevdcou, 
was I suppose corrupted to, 8’ aivécu, 

341 I regard as interpolated. The first part of the verse isa 
repetition of 340, and xei uy Tis PéXou 18s inept. When it is left 
out 342 succeeds 340 naturally and properly. 

349 P. has: efpos. Ald. and perhaps C. ejpw. Perhaps we 
should read : zpa@’ ty’ nipébns Kaxds. 

350 The MS. reading is #\Gevairis. Perhaps we should read : 
7AG€ vadrns Twv TlaveAAZvwv orpards. 

354, 8355 I regard as interpolated. They confuse the 
construction, which C. and the second hand in P. endeavour 
to patch up by reading ds 8 for ds, in 354. I take the 
words, Aavaida.—AvAidi: (352, 353) parenthetically. Note that. 
P. has 76 Ipidov, but C. omits rd. Clearly the interpolator wrote, 
re not 7d, and placed it incorrectly before Ilpidpov, for re, as. 
Elmsley recognised, is evidently required. 

356. P.C. read: xdpé rapexdres, ti Spdow ; riva dé (dé om. P.): 
wopov etpw mobév ; I would read: xdpé wapexdres te Spacae riva 
awdpov 6’ etpety wobev. 6’ would drop out before the é of evpeiv. 
Reading thus I would restore P.’s reading, orepévra o’, in 357. 

364 Dindorf rejects this verse as spurious. I think we 
should read, 363, 364 in one verse thus: «d6’ trootpépas AéAnau 
rade ypdgwv. pddurrd ye. rade, ‘ what I hold in my hand,’ show- 
ing him the tablet. ‘But you did though,’ he adds, as he sees 
Agamemnon is about to interrupt him. Compare Heracl. 794, 
and my note there. 

365 Here I should prefer, rad6’ ds for ds rad. 

367 P. C. read: éxrovoto’ éxovres elra 8. I would read, 
éxrovovo’ éyev, exovtes 5’ efeywpnoav xaxas. Disappearance of 
éxew before, éxovres led to intrusion of efra. They work their 
way into office, and fail miserably after obtaining it. 

373 The MS. reading is: P. pr. pydev av xpefous. C. P. 8. m. 
xpéos. I would read : uydév’ ody xpéous exati x.7.A. May I never 
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make any man the ruler of my country on account of private 
interest or connexions. See Lid. and Scott, s.v. xpéos iv., where 
they refer to Soph. 0.C. 251. 


374, 375 No one I suppose would defend these verses as they 
stand. J would read: py’ orAwy dpxovra woAews fiver fv pH 
’xov Tux. Note that the MS. reading is réAews, contra metrum, 
and that zdAcos is due to Grotius. 


379 P. C. read BovAopa ao’ eireiv Kaxds eb, Bpaxéa, py Nav avu. 
Perhaps we should read: BovAopat cal o’ eicaxodoa: x.t.rX., and 
dyayévr’ in 380. Corruption of kai a’ eicaxotoa to Kd’ eb o 
axodoa led I conceive to what we read. 


381 P. C. read: ws ddeAdov dvr’ dvnp yap aicyxpos (C. aicypas) 
ox aidetoba direc. Stob. ws ddeAgov ovr’ dvyp yap xpyoros 
xpnorov aiSeicbar pret. I would read: ws ddedddv- ob yap éxbpés 
éxOpov aideio Bar drrcl. 

382-384 I would read: ris ddixel ce; Tov Kéxpyoar ; A€xtp’ epas, 
xpyot’, (xpyoré) ad AaBety; | ovk exoun’ dv wor wapacyety, dv, or’ 
 éxryjow, xaxds | Apxes. «7.4. 382 P. C. Adkrp’ épas xpyora Aafeiv. 
383 P. C. yap éxryow. xpnoreé, my good friend. éxrjcw, not 
when you acquired them, but, when you had acquired them. 
The aorist followed by the imp. is pretty nearly equivalent to a 
pluperfect. 

393 This verse seems to be spurious. For what had the 
power of Menelaus to do with the suitors taking the oath? 
Agamemnon means they were fools enough to take it, because 
each hoped he would be the happy man. 

394a It is interesting to observe how the omission of 3948, 
now restored from Stobaeus, led to the corruption of this verse, so 
well emended by Monk. See Dindorf’s note. But for Stobaeus 
no-one could have guessed what should be read there. 


401 P.C. read: ei 3& wy BovrAE dpovety ev. To change ed to 
av will not do. dpoveiy by itself cannot mean ev dpoverr. I 
would read : ef 5¢ py et poveivy ov BovAe x.7.X. 


407 P.C. read: Svocwdpovely cot BovAop’ aArAX’ od cvvvoceiv. 
I would read then: fvocwdpoveiy cor Sybev dAA’ ov cvwoceiv. 
The infinitives depend on yeydés in 406. Failure to see this led 
to the intrusion of BovAouar. See Dindorf’s judicious note, in 
the face of which it is astonishing he should have placed the 
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verse made up from Plutarch in his text. But Plutarch himself 
should be compared as well. 


408 P. C. read: ed Spay wapaxdAXe p’, dAAG wy. I would read : 
eb dpav mapaxdde, padXov 7 AvTav, épé. 

At 412 the genuine text as I hold breaks off, and reappears 
at 511. The interpolator rightly gathered from 515 that 
Agamemnon must have received a message informing him of the 
arrival of Iphigeneia, and as a necessary consequence of that of 
Clytaemnestra and Orestes. He therefore brings in the messenger 
who announces this. But it was also clear that Menelaus never 
carried out his threat of showing the letter to the Greeks, and 
this has been the origin of the scene between Menelaus and 
Agamemnon, where the two brothers are reconciled. I conceive 
however that Menelaus, who notwithstanding his big words, had 
never any serious intention of betraying Agamemnon, but 
merely of frightening him into acquie8cence, on finding this is 
hopeless, flings down the letter in anger and leaves the stage at 
412. Indeed the appearance of the messenger is impossible were 
he present, for there is no sign of the old slave leaving the stage, 
nor could he do so without being dismissed by Agamemnon, so 
that unless Menelaus went out before the messenger appeared, 
there would be four actors on the stage at the same time. I 
believe then the verses assigned to Menelaus in 511-526 should 
be assigned to the old man, and I would read in 525, ovx éo7’, 
dvak, éxeivos 6 Tt oe wypavel. (Note that this reference to Ulysses 
would show the interpolator that Agamemnon had no fear now of 
Menelaus but only of Ulysses.) I would also observe that the 
cool proposal to make away with Calchas in 519 comes with 
much more propriety from the old slave, who would stick at 
nothing in defence of his young mistress, and moreover would 
have no sense of responsibility, than from Menelaus. The 
emphatic oé in 525 implies that Agamemnon is too great a man 
to have anything to fear from Ulysses. It should be noted that, 
though the speech of the messenger may be by a different hand 
from what follows, it yet forms a consistent whole with it. As 
Euripides intended matters would I think pass somewhat like 
this. First Menelaus throwing down the letter would leave the 
stage at 412; then the old man and Agamemnon would engage 
in a dialogue in the course of which the messenger would appear, 
represented by the same actor who before took the part of 
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Menelaus. After he had left the stage the weak and vacillating 
Agamemnon, confounded by this piece of ill-luck, would express 
his intention of returning to his original purpose of sacrificing 
his daughter, thus leading to what the old man says in 513. 
Note what the messenger says of the army being aware of the 
arrival of Iphigeneia is inconsistent with 516. For if that were 
the case no concealment would be possible. 

512 as its style shows is interpolated. 

520, 521 I regard as interpolated and suggested by Euripides’ 


constant habit of abusing prophets, So too 526, 527, which I , 


regard as a secondary interpolation, for the ovxoty doce vw of 
the original interpolator (528) naturally follows 525. 

The genuine text reappears at 640, where Clytaemnestra and 
Iphigeneia appear to have arrived, and Iphigeneia opens a 
stichomythia with Agamemnon. The actor that represented 
Menelaus now takes the part of Clytaemnestra, and the one who 
took the part of the old man takes that of Iphigeneia, as appears 
from the scene where Clytaemnestra, Achilles, and the old man 
are all on the stage together, and the actor who represents 
Achilles there, must necessarily be thé one who represents 
Agamemnon here and elsewhere. 

644 P. reads Brézreis p’, which I would restore, reading y’ for 
p’, after dopevos. 

649 P. C. ov, yéyn6 Ews yeynOa o’ Spay. I would read : 
Sov, yeynO’, ew ads yéynOas cicopav. yéyyb’ éu’ was I suppose cor- 
rupted to yéyjfev. Agamemnon makes an effort to look cheerful, 
and to appear to be as glad to see Iphigeneia as she is to see 
him, 

652-655 I regard as interpolated. 652 is intolerable, and 
655 obscure, while 656 answers most satisfactorily to 651. 653, 
654, if genuine, would be an example of Rule 3, see Pref. p. xiv, 
1. 11 from bottom. 

657 P. C. Oddrw ye: 75 OéAav. I would read: Oédw per: & Oédw 
x.7.’. Oé\w pev was I suppose misread OéAwpev. This led to 6é\w 
ye TO Oédw (76 being for G), and so to 76 Oédeuw. 

659 P. C. dAdous drei rpcobev a pe dtor€cavr’ éyea. I would 
read: dAX’ 7 o ddet rpdc8 ads pe duodkéoavr’ Exe. I suppose Aga- 
memnon to speak this verse aside. Iphigeneia fearing from her 
father’s not replying that she has displeased him changes the 
subject. ds might disappear after the of of zpdc6’. 
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665 P. ©. és rairdv, & Ovyarep, Fxets oG watpi. ov & super 
Kes scriptum a m.s. P. et sicC. I would read: és ravrov ovr, 
& Ovyarep, éfixov watpi. Agamemnon would mean, ‘ You too, my 
daughter, have a long voyage before you.’ Iphigeneia would 
understand, ‘It is for that reason you have met me here,’ (so 
that I might take leave of you first). 


666 P. C. 8’ Rv Kaddv po cot 7’ dyev «7.4. I would read: 
€i9’ hv Kadov oot adv 7’ dyew SiprAow épé. 

668 P. C. va prvjoe. I would read iy’ od prjoe. The passage 
of the Styx is intended. Sothe Psalmist speaks of the land, 
‘where all things are forgotten.’ 


673, 674 I regard these verses as interpolated. The observa- 
tion of Iphigeneia seems purposeless and uncalled for. The 
interpolator no doubt had in his mind the impious character of 
the intended sacrifice. P. reads 710d’ etoeBés in 674. I believe 
the interpolator wrote : dAAa {iv tpois xp 16 a’ cioceBis oKoretv. 
o’ having dropped out before ¢, P. supplies 8’, C. y’. 


678 édh6jvar xdpas. Compare Phoen. 1748. zmpos HAtKxas 
davnbe oas. 
~ 685 Here Agamemnon becomes conscious that his redoubt- 
able wife is looking at him with a mingled expression of scorn 
and amazement. She naturally does not understand all this 
gushing over a daughter who is about to be married, and having 
always regarded her husband as a weak fool, she is more per- 
suaded of this than ever. After replying to his apologies with 
characteristic ungraciousness, she at once proceeds to business: 
and begins to enquire as to the social status of her proposed 
son-in-law. 

689, 690 These verses are I believe one of the many inter- 
polations produced by the customary aposiopesis after onus. 

694 I should prefer: GAN’ aira y’ 6 vopos. 

700 rad’. I restore the MS. rod 8’, which is I think confirmed 
by the 6 ImAevs of 701. rod Aiaxod, ‘this Aeacus you speak of,’ 
6 IIyAevs, ‘this same Peleus.’ The article with names of persons 
conforms in tragedy to Homeric usage. 

706, 707 are I suspect interpolated. 

709 P. C. xaxév Bpordv. I would read: ’x Bporav xaxd. He 
was entrusted to the Centaur, so that he might not learn vices 





ae, 


246 APPENDIX 


from his fellow men, (Perhaps we should rather read pddovix 
than pador ’.) | 
710 I would read codwrépw for the MS. coddérepos. 


714 Agamemnon’s reply in 715 is no reason for reading 
drdfées for ardgfe. He hints to his wife in answer to her emphatic 
onv éunv re, that their daughter once married will depend 
not on them but her husband. Clytaemnestra is not at all clear 


that she regards Pthia as a fitting residence for her daughter. 


718 It would seem from this that the zporéAea might be 
celebrated without the presence of the maiden on whose behalf 
they were offered. That her presence would be more usual 
appears to follow from 1110 seq. The verse is worth noting, 
because Agamemnon finally, when it is too late, proposes to get 
out of his difficulty by taking away Iphigeneia, on pretence of 
celebrating the zporéXea, and so sacrificing her, as his endeavour 
in this scene to get Clytaemnestra to return to Argos proves a 
failure. He would hope to prevent Clytaemnestra accompany- 


ing him, by urging on her the impropriety of her appearing in 


the camp, as he does here at 735. 


720, 721 seem to be interpolated, for 722 appears to refer 
to the zporéAea. Besides, the day for the marriage was not 
fixed, but a lucky day had to be found for the purpose. Com- 
pare 717. 


724 Clytaemnestra displeased with Agamemnon’s proposal, as 
whatever he proposed would be sure to displease her, says, ‘ It 
is well, since needs must.’ I would read xadds, dvayxaiws ye. P. 
Kada@s 8 dvayxaiws ye. Compare Aristot. Polit. p. 1322 a. ai 
Sikavat KoAdoets am’ dpeTns pév elo, dvayxaiat dé, kal TO KaAGs avay- 
Kaiws €xovc'. 

727-730 appear to me to be an interpolation. Agamemnon, 
after his wife’s apparently meek assent, though what she says 
would hardly square with his experience, would naturally at 
once come out with what he wished her to do, namely to return 
immediately to Argos. 


784 P. C. reads: od dt paid’ Hyet rdde. I would read then: 
ei 5¢ datAa col rade. ‘But to you I suppose this is a trifle” 
(said with an angry shrug). Corruption of ei to ov would lead 
to what we read. I would prefer for ody 6 vopos otros, ov Totrd y’ 
6 vouos, for ye seems required. ‘ovro is correct, though ovros 


wee ee ee x, 
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would be more usual, In any case I think otros should precede 
vopos. — 

740 Here Clytaemnestra angrily leaves the stage and retires 
into the house. Agamemnon would no doubt declare what he 
purposed to do, and then leave the stage for the camp. What 
Euripides intended he should purpose I know no more than the 
interpolator who here comes in. 


801 Here the genuine text appears again. Achilles has 
come to the house to see Agamemnon on some business or other. 
But 804-818 is an interpolation, for as Clytaemnestra hears 
him declare who he is, she comes out at once to greet her 
Supposed son-in-law. I think however that Achilles should only 
speak two verses here, as throughout the rest of the. scene. I 
would read then (801-803) : ris av ppdoee rpoordAwv otparnAdry | 
(nrotvra viv Tove’ év wiAats ’AxAdéa ; I would observe as to 813, 
that P. indicates a lacuna before the verse, which appears to have 
been patched up. I would read: pew 8 déAmras taicd én’ 
’Eipirov mvoais. I am detained on the Euripus by these un- 
expected winds. For raicd’ é P. C. have ratodé y’. As to 
Aerrais see note on Iph. 7. 15. 


821, 822 Though Clytaemnestra appears to reply to these 
verses in 823, 824, I regard them as spoken aside. Achilles in 
accordance with ancient notions of propriety, on seeing a woman 
of his own rank come out fixes his eyes modestly on the ground, 
at the same time muttering to himself what he speaks in 821, 
822. Clytaemnestra then approving of his bearing, as she con- 
cludes he does not know who she is, acknowledges it with a 
gracious smile and words of commendation. This code of manners 
is well illustrated by the Pappaxev’rpia of Theocritus. There 
when Delphis is brought into the presence of Simaetha though she 
has sent for him, he treats her as he would treat a modest 
woman, and fixes his eyes on the ground on seeing. her. «ai 
p’ éodav Soropyos ért xOoves Supata migas (111). But the whole 
scene (102-141) should be read, unrivalled as it is for truth, 
grace, and passion. (136, 137, seem to me interpolated, and I 
would read in 138: yo pév rowadr’ elev: éyw Sé vv a taxuTedys 
K.7.X.) 

831 dewdv, the MS, reading, should be restored. Clytaemnesta 
thinks this is carrying modesty alittle too far. ‘ How strange !’ 
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she mutters to herself, then aloud, ri devyes; I also would 
restore y’ after Sefiay, which surely should never have been 
meddled with, 


833, 834 Achilles seriously shocked, and understanding 
yépov is a sense not intended by Clytaemnesta, is shyer than 
ever. Clytaemnestra points out to him that considering their 
relationship such scruples are unnecessary. 


843, 844, I can see no justification for the imp. davpafe, and 
it seems to me, wdAw ai, would rather apply to Clytaemnestra. 
I should be disposed to read. ri Syr’ dv efy;’povs ov Oavpdles 
AGyous | euot 5é xdAw ad Oavpar’ éori ra rapa cod. 

846 I restore od (P. C. od pevddueba). ‘For we are not both I 
suppose stating what is false.’ 


847 pvnorevw gives no good sense. I would read, pvoevu. 
For pvfevw comp. H. F. 75, 76. a too cannot be shortened before 
py. prvdevw ydpous, ‘I talk of imaginary marriages, which do not 
exist.’ 

854 For éow I would read drep. It is clear Achilles was by 
this time aware that Agamemnon was absent. Moreover as 
appears from what follows he was turning to goaway. The gloss 
é£w supplanted drep, and was changed metri gratia to éw. 
Compare 1567 where for écwev, we should read drepOev, as I have 
already noted. 


855 P. C. és od. I would read és oé. 


859, 860 These absolutely inept verses are certainly interpo- 
lated. They have also affected 862, where I wonld read: 7 
povw wapobev oixwy taicd épérrarov widas; The MS. reading, 
wdpoev Syra, shows that djra was substituted for ofkwv while 
adapoev was left unchanged. 


863 P. C. assign this verse to Clytaemnestra, to whom I 
restore it. Clytaemnestra, as she says, ds pdvoy A€yous av, with a 
gesture causes those zpdo7oAo to withdraw into the back-ground, 
whom Achilles addressed at 801. 


865 I regard as interpolated. We have now a stichomythia 
between Clytaemnestra and the old slave, where Achilles has 
nothing to do, and 866 answers satisfactorily to 864. Clytaem- 
nestra calls on the old man to speak to the point and not indulge 
in ejaculations. For however, 6 Adyos és péAdovr’ ay doy (sic 


a a aR lr a 
| 
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| | P. C.) in 865, I would read: rév Adyoy 6 péAAwy avoige xpdvos 
«.T.X, 


867 P. reads: olaOa 5760’ dors dv col xat réxvos xt.rA. I 
would read ola Ga 870’ SOotver’ és oé Kal od Téxv’ edvous Epuv. ex I 
suppose disappeared before és (written eis), and, ofovy became $s ar. 


870 I should prefer y’ éuapry, for pel’ yudy. ye seems re- 


quired. 

874-876 Rejecting 875, 876 as interpolated, I would read 
874 thus: KA. wis; drérrvo’, & yepai’’ dp’ 6 woot ovxér’ 
<ppovet ; 


877 For, rotro 8 ob dpovet, I would read, rdAda 8 eb dpovel. 


Corruption of ed to ob may have led to what we read. Comp. 
893. 


880 So inept a question suggests interpolation. I reject then 
880, 881, as interpolated. 


: 885 Here again the question is a senseless one, and I reject 
885, 886, as interpolated. 


888, 889 The style of these verses seems to me sufficient to 
condemn them. 


897-899 These verses seem to me mixed up with interpolated 
matter. I would read: AX. péeudhopat xAvwv rove oa, TO 0’ epov ov 
gdavrtus pepw. 897, 899 I regard as made up from the verse I give, 
and 898 as wholly spurious. 7058’ éudv ob davAus dépw, and xodx ° 
| a7AGs ovTw dépw, are the same idea, expressed in the one case by - 
| Euripides, in the other by the interpolator. 


900-902 I regard as interpolated. 


907-909 is of course interpolated, while 907, 908, hardly 
seem to me worthy of Euripides, and 910 naturally follows 906. 
At 910 I believe the genuine text to break off. This pathetic and 
spirited opening makes one all the more regret what is missing, 
or what was planned but not written. I would observe that 
Clytaemnestra in accordance with her character takes a tone 
rather of command than entreaty, and that such an expre-sion 
a8, TpooTer civ TO Tov yovu, is altogether out of place in her case. 
The genuine text begins again at 1106. Agamemnon return- 
ing from the camp finds Clytaemnestra standing before the house 
: waiting for him. 1106 has suggested the verses of the interpo- 
3 lator, 1098-1105. 





1107, 1108 These verses are certainly spurious having 
nothing to do with the matter in hand. I would read 1107- 
1110 thus: yipov. KA. ri & gor’; AT. exrepre watda Swpatwv 
x.t.A. In 1110 zarpos péra is generally admitted to be an inter- 
polation. 


1112, 1114 are gross and palpable interpolations. 

1117, 1118 The words olaGa—peédXrer, I believe to be interpo- 
lated, and rejecting them I would read tméd rérAos + dye in 
1118. Itis not Clytaemnestra’s cue just at present to cbarge 
Agamemnon directly with his treachery. The words of 1115, 
1116 are no doubt significant, but they fall short of this. Note 
that reading thus and omitting 1112, 1114, Agamemnon speaks 
three, and Clytaemnestra six verses. 

1122-1126 I regard this passage as interpolated. 1122, 1123 
are an anticipation and variant of 1127, 1128, while the style of 
1124-1126 is enough to prove them spurious. I conceive the scene 
thus: Iphigeneia at her mother’s summons comes out of the 
house Isading the little Orestes by the hand. Then she and her 
mother without uttering a word stand looking at Agamem- 
non with a sad and reproachful gaze, while even the child 
shows that he is conscious there is something wrong, though not 
understanding what it is. On this Agamemnon overwhelmed 
with shame and confusion speaks as in 1127, 1128. We 
have here then one of Euripides’ finest dramatic effects, which as 
usual some wretched interpolator steps in to spoil. 


1130 P. has xeAcvopds, C. xéXevop’ od. Perhaps we should 
read : ov de KeAevopatos ps épwracbar bédXw. Disappearance of 
ar, seems to have led to the various readings. 

1132 I regard the words & py ce xpy, a8 interpolated. I 
would read: AT’. rAjpova y’ éA\cgas trovoeis T—KA. ex’ Hovyos. 


1138, 1139 I would read: AT. ris p’ Hdienoe ; KA. tovr’ 
évod mevOer mdpa;| voets 710d airos vodv éywy ei rvyyaves. I 
understand. AG. Who has wronged me? (i. e. betrayed me). 
CL. Do you ask me that? You must yourself be sensible who 
it is, if you have any sense at all. Clytaemnestra means that if 
he reflects for a moment, he must be aware it is from the old 
slave she has learnt his secret. In 1138 P. reads ri p’ Hdixyoas ; 
C. ri pw ndiknoe ; neither giving any sense. In 1139 corruption 
of voeis to vovs led, as I suppose, to what we read. 





EUR. IPH. A. 251 


1141 For MS. reading see Dindorf’s note. With Paley I 
reject this verse »s interpolated, and therefore read airéd ye for 
airo dé in 1142. 1140 I suppose to be spoken aside. 


1151 P.C. have zpocovpicas tddw. Reading with Scaliger, 
mpocovoioas mew, I would read xai (moreover) for ag. o@ has 
clearly arisen from the falsa lectio of P. C. 


1155 I should prefer to leave out o’, which seems dus to 
P. C.’s reading, ye for ge, in 1153. Note that ye is due there to 
o@ of oe disappearing after Ais. Where a letter is deficient 
the copyists would think themselves dishonoured, unless they 
supplied a wrong one. 

1165 The emphatic rdvd’, seems to show that we should read 
od’ for p’. 

1168 P. C. read: ‘EXévyv MevéAaos iva AdBy* Kaddv yévos. The 
copyists never substitute MevéAaos for MevéAews (quadrisyllable), 
I would read: MevéAews ty’ “EXevnv ad AdBy’ Kadov y' Exos. For 
Kaddv y éos, compare Or. 1525. 

1170 is clearly interpolated. I think however the interpo- 
lator wrote: ray6ic6’ drws trois diArdaros dvwpeba. P. C. rax- 
Geioa. 


1172 I regard as interpolated, and in 1173 I wou!d read : riv’ 
ovv éxet pe x.t.A. The interpolation of 1172 led to the substitu- 
tion of év ddpuors, for ovv éxet. 

1174 I would read: drav Opovous piv triode rporBAérw Kevors ; 
construing tyode with xévous, which justifies tpooBAérw. P. C. 
have Grav Opdvovs riod cicidw wavtas Kevovs. Apsines (J. c. ap. 
Dind.) orav dopous pev trade mpocidw Kevovs. mavras is clearly 
interpolated, whereas I attribute, dduouvs zpocidu, to a lapse of 
memory on the part of Apsines. 


1177-1184 I regard as interpolated. Their style is against 
them, and they are evidently suggested by the subsequent fate 
of Agamemnon. But speculations on what was to happen on 
his return to Argos are quite out of place here. Note that 1177 
would require tatra rather than ryvde in 1176. The same applies 
to 1191-1193, which I also reject. 

1185 I would read: Qices 5 ryvde 54° rivas edxas epeis ; 
‘Suppose yourself to be sacrificing her (indicating I[phigeneia by 
@ gesture): what prayers will you utter?’ P. reads: Ovces dé 
raid (om. tyv) évOa rivas ebyxas épets; &vOa is clearly wrong, zratéa 
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is an explanation of ryvde, and raida 87, was corrupted to zraid’. 
7, through disappearance of 6 after 4. 

1191-1193 The same objections apply to these verses as to 
1177-1184, and I therefore reject them. I regard however the 
MS. readings zpooreceis (1191), and zpoOduevos in 1193 (for 
which with Elmsley I would read zpoéuevos) as mere clerical 
errors, while I regard airév in 1192 as an expl. of odav, restored 
by Hartung. 

1194 P. has 76’, C. 7Abev. It seems to me 8y not 7dy is 
required. I would read then 7Aves 57. ‘You have I doubt not 
considered these things’ (said with a sneer). Perhaps in 665 
we should read 7Avbes not éfixov. 7Avbes, which is rare in iambics, 
seems to be thought incorrect by copyists, and is therefore 
altered by them. 


1195 Musgrave’s certain emendation pédXe should have been 
taken into the text. ge def arose I suppose from an inept 
attempt to correct the corruption pe Sei. ‘Or do you care for 
nothing but to strut about staff in hand, and play the general?’ 
With these words of savage scorn Clytaemnestra aptly concludes 
her speech, for what follows (1196-1208) I regard as interpolated. 

1199 & iow is understood by Paley to mean, ‘ For this would 
be an equal chance for all.’ I do not think év iow can bear this 
meaning, and if it could, it would be in contradiction with what 
follows as to Menelaus in 1201. (é icov would it seems to me 
be required to give the sense supposed by Paley. Compare 804). 
To be consistent the sense required would be, ‘For this were 
just.’ I suspect then the interpolator wrote fv pev y’ icov 7685, and 
that this was corrupted to fv év iow 765. 7 xat—v, (1201, 
1202) is imitated from Soph. £7. 539-541. In 1204 we should 
readI think: 4 8 égapaproto’ Hv trdatpodos Kopny K.T.A. Hy, ‘her.’ 
P. idorpodov. vedvida involves the absurdity of Clytaemnestra 
foreseeing that Helen would return to find her daughter a grown 
up young woman, as in fact she did. In 1208 for vai uy dy ye 
(where vai is clearly intended incorrectly for vaiv) I would read, 
vov, ov pn ye dy Ktavys. vav, ‘on behalf of us two.” Compare 1121. 
ov was perhaps corrupted to ov. The style of the interpolator is 
good enough to make one possibly accept his work as genuine, 
were it not for the general inappropriateness of his matter,-the 
imitation of Sophocles, and the evident propriety of the taunt in 
1195 forming the conclusion of Clytaemnestra’s speech. 
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1210 P. C. have dvreiro. Perhaps then we should read: 


word av avreiro Bporav. 

1224 BP. C. have eidaiuovos. Perhaps then we should read : 
(1223-1225) dpa 34, réxvov, | evdapovotcav év Sdporow opopac| 
dvépds oe, kal OddAAovcay afius éuov. Laoay seems otiose. 

1228 For ap’ éodégouar I should prefer } oe Séfouar. 7% would 
drop out after the v of rpéoBuv. 


1246 I should prefer: eu’ aidécacOat nat xaroixrepew Biov. 
1248 I hold to be interpolated. 


1249-1252 These verses hardly harmonize with what 
precedes them. I suspect they are borrowed from some other 
play. Stobaeus’ titles may be due in many cases not to him- 
self but his copyists. In Dindorf’s note the citation is 109, 15, 
but in my Oxford edition of 1822 I find it under 119, 5. The 
Trincavelli edition has in 119, 1, Evpuridov only, without é€ 
’AAxyoridos, and no lemma at all in the quotations from 
Euripides that follow. 


In 1251 P. C. read ovde’s. Perhaps we should read in 
1251, 1252 ra vépbe & ovdets dprippwv éfevxerar | Acvooer. 


At 1254 the genuine text breaks off. One would suppose 
that Euripides intended that Agamemnon should leave the 
stage in silence. It begins again at 1338, where Achilles 
appears hurrying on to the stage attended by his Myrmidons. 
Iphigeneia naturally ashamed of her position in having been 
represented to Achilles as his bride, while she is not really so, 
wishes to retire into the palace. Clytaemnestra, on the other 
hand, not caring to lose the chance of her appearance working 
on Achilles, obliges her to remain. While then the dialogue 
between AchiJles and her mother goes on, she remains in the 
back-ground with her eyes fixed on the ground. In accordance 
with ancient notions of propriety neither she nor Achilles would 
appear to be conscious of the other’s presence. 


1339 P. has rov re ris Geds AxiAr€a, réxvov. CO. rév re THs Deas’ 
maid’, ® téexvov y’. I would read : rov ye tijs Deas maida, réxvov, @ 
"gre (@ Eze) Sedp’ eApAvOas. 

1841-1343 I regard as interpolated. There is no time for 
it, for Achilles hurries up to speak to Clytaemnestra, and cuts 
her short before she has time to finish what she has begun to say 


in 1344. ob« év dBpéryte in 1343, and ob ceuvdrnros Eépyov in 
1344, repeat each other, As Clytaemnestra says d\AG piv’ she 
catches hold of Iphigeneia, who finding herself in the presence of 
Achilles resigns herself to remain, and she would have found it 
hard to say whether she would rather stay or go. 


1348 P. C. read vw showing that xai is an interpolation. 
toicd évaytiov A€ye. is the reading of the first hand in P. I 
would read: AX. ws xpewv oddgar vv. KA. ovdeis 8 Hy evayriov- 
pevos ; P.’s reading I believe to be an expl. of évayriovpevos. 


1849 P. C. read roe xairos nAvOov. KA. és tiv’ & f&ve. I 
would read: AX. és OopuBov éyw tw’ airds nAvOov. KA. tiv’ otv 
Ayes ; kat seems otiose, and 7Avov might be changed to 7AGov 
but not vice versa. 


1352 I would read: AX. Aavaidar y’ dravres. KA. GAX’ od 
Muppidov orpards rapyv; coe is not required. Euripides never 
calls the host “EAAnves, but only the Greeks generally. 


1354 I should prefer: AX. of pe trav (so P. C.) ydywy ror 
yooov’ elmov. KA. dAdG rots ot ti; regarding dmexpivw as an 
explanation. 


1356 This inept verse I regard as interpolated. 


1362, 1363 I would read these verses thus, leaving out the 
rest: pupio. y's df 8 'Odvaceds. KA. 7 otparod taxbels tro ; 
Nothing can be more inept than the question, dp’ 6 Xicvdov 
yovos ; 

1365-1368 I regard all that we read here between oyyjow 
viv and prep as interpolated. The proper moment for Iphigeneia 
to intervene is when Achilles declares (and looks as if he meant 
it), that he will fight Ulysses if he comes to take her to be 
sacrificed. Here indeed we have the key to the sudden change 
of Iphigeneia from a reluctance to die to a rapturous readiness 
to do so. When she hears Achilles (1355) acknowledge her as 
his bride her whole heart goes out to him, and care for his 
safety overcomes every other feeling. Not that her professions 
of dying for the sake of Greece are insincere, but her love for 
Achilles and her desire to show herself worthy of him inspire 
her with them. The child who in the last scene pleads so 
movingly for her young life has all at once become a woman. 
I would read then thus: AX. add’ éyw cyjow of. I, dxovoov 
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Tav éuav, patep, Acywv. There is no sort of justification for the 
pl. eigaxovcate. 

1370, 1871 I regard as interpolated. There is no hint 
throughout the whole scene of any anger of Clytaemnestra 
against Agamemnon, and the expression, xaprepety Ta advvata, is 
an intolerable one, for how can xaprepety have the sense of 
obniti, as Musgrave properly renders it? Compare Here. F. 
1351, where éyxaprepyow seems to be used in a similar sense and 
the note on that verse. éyxaprepeiy is no doubt used in the 
sense of ‘defy’ in Andr. 262, but that is not the sense here 
required. In Andr. 262 éyxaprepets 57 Odvarov might be rendered 
in French: tu t’enhardis donc contre la mort. I would read 
then in 1369: viv ’Odvoce? yap pataia o” cicop® Oupovpéevyy. AS 
regards 1371 it is quite out of place for Iphigeneia to take this 
direct notice of Achilles. With admirable art Euripides has 
displayed the real motive of her conduct in the words, dde Se 
fupdhopas tixy, (1373), which are thrown in as if this was an 
entirely secondary consideration. At ode she would venture a 
side-glance at Achilles. I must protest too against the stupid 
emendation, dia8A7 67 for duaBAnOys in 1372. Of course Iphigeneia 
is addressing her mother, and warns her against getting herself 
into ill-odour with the army for egging on Achilles to intervene 
on her behalf. Could there be a grosser breach of propriety than 
her concerning herself with Achilles’ interests and not her 
mother’s ? 


1376 I would read this verse thus: edxAeds tpagau’ rapeica 8’ 
éxrodwv 76 Sucpevés (so P.) x.7.A., 80 that rapetoa should apply to 
Clytaemnestra: ‘giving up all resentful feelings’ (compare 
1369). 8 dropped out after the a of wapeioa, and as y’ was 
wrong the copyists did not fail to supply it. 


1380-1382 I hold that not only is 1382 interpolated but that 
1381, 1382 have been tampered with as well, and I would read 
in one verse thus: pd &’ dpwafew yvvaixas BapBapovs ef 
“EAAddos. 

1385 P. C. ro Afav. The sense seems to require Sid. ce Aiav. 
Iphigeneia proceeds to say that not only Clytaemnestra but the 
Greeks have a claim on her. 


1391 I regard this verse as spurious, but I would read it 


thus: 7d ye Sixatov rodro, Ti yap Exoup.’ Gv avremetv eros; P. reads: 
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ti rd Sixasov ; rovr’ dp gyomev roid dv dvramety éros. ruicd’ I 
regard as an explanation. ) 

1395-1397 I regard with some suspicion. 

1401 Here, or perhaps at 1403, the genuine text breaks off, 
and all that we have after this of Euripides is the short fragment 
1459-1467. Ulysses has I think arrived to carry away Iphigeneia 
and I would attribute 1459 to him, reading the verse thus: ris 
of’ clow déwv mpiv pp dpéfacbar copys. (The MS. reading is 
of’ clow and orapdfacba. of’ then was changed to p’, and p»’ 
épégacbar to omapagacba.) I conceive the situation thus. - 
Clytaemnestra clings to Iphigeneia and will not suffer her to go 
with Ulysses. Ulysses then growing impatient addresses 1459 to 
one of Agamemnon’s slaves, who accordingly steps forward and 
takes Iphigeneia by the hand to lead her away. Clytaemnestra 
taking hold of her on the other side says, é¢y® perd yé cov (for 
this, not éywye perd cov, is the MS. reading). ‘But I will 
lead her away, or along with you in any case, grasping her 
garments, while between the words, éya perd yé cov, rérduv 
éxouevn (1460, 1461 where I omit cév), Iphigeneia interposes, 
py ov y' ov Kadds Aéyes. As Clytaemnestra says, mézA\wv 
éxouévy, She actually does so. Iphigeneia then gently disengag- 
ing herself from her grasp says, uipy’* uot, uiprep, miBov. (1462- 
1464, I reject as interpolated.) Clytaemnestra resigning herself 
says as she moves off, & réxvov, otxec ; 

1466 ovx déiws, not as I should in order to be married, but to 
die. Turning round to her mother just as she is about to leave 
the stage Iphigeneia utters her last farewell, otx é ordfew Sdxpv. 
Here then as suggested by the verses quoted by Aelian Artemis 
appears and consoles Clytaemnestra by the assurance that her 
daughter will not be sacrificed. The verses are: édadov 8 
"Axaav xepoiv evOjow pidras | Kepodocay, Wv oddgavres abyjoovor 
civ | opdfev Ovyarépa. Note the future évéjow, which shows 
the sacrifice has not taken place. 
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HERMESIANAX, 


As an addition I here give an attempt to restore the very 
corrupt fragment of Hermesianax preserved by Athenaeus in L. 
xiii, p. 597-599 I mark every word or series of words with 
an asterisk before and after, where I introducea reading differing 
from Schweighauser’s text to which I refer myself. The reading 
at the foot is the MS, reading unless otherwise noted. The 
text I give is of course intended only as a specimen, and as an 
attempt to make the fragment more intelligible than it is in 
Schweighiuser’s text. | 





oinv pev piros vids avizyayev Oidypovo 
"Aypioryv, Opjocay oreAdpevos KiOapny, 
“Awdbev.: éxrXevcev 88 xaxiv Kai dreBéa xdpav, 
20a Xdpwv *xownv® exerat eis axarov 
yuxas olxopéevwv, *Aiuvyv® 8 ere paxpov airet 5 
petpa 80 éx peydrAwv *pwopevov® Sovaxwy. | 
GAN’ érAn rapa kipa *povofworos*® xiBapi{wv 
’Opdeis, *zxaprorvious*® § *éfaradyce* Gers, 
Kwxvrov 7’ *addpacrov® ér’ édpiot pedyoavra’ 


*i)AG* Kal alvorarov BrA€up tréweve Kvvos, 10 


3. axowy Ruhnk. xowyv. 5. Cod. V. Aiuvy. edd.-Aium. 6. 
propery. 7. povofworov. Ruhnk. povdfworos. 8. mavrtoious. 
Ruhnk. dvratovs éfavérace. 9. dBéurorov. 10. 7d¢. 


4, xowyv. Ruhnken compares Prop. 3.16. 24. Scandenda 
est torvi publica cymba senis. 

5, 6 Alwyn er, ‘on its way to the lake.’ & ék peydrAwy 
pwopevov Sovaxwy, ‘hurrying along through the tall reeds.’ Ruhn- 
ken compares Ov. Jb. 77, 78. Quique per infernas horrendo 
murmure valles | impejeratae laberis amnis aquae. The river 
then intended is the Styx. The place where the dead were 
ferried over was a still pool, into which the rivers of hell dis- 
charged themselves. Compare Virg. A. 6. 296, 297. Turbidus 
hic coeno vastaque voragine gurges | aestuat, atque omnem 
Cocyto eructat arenam. It was turbid with the mud and sand 
brought down by Cocytus and the other rivers. pvopévy pedpa, 
as is commonly read, can only mean, ‘ drawing the stream along 
to itself,’ which is not very satisfactory. I read therefore, 
Aiuynv, and connect it with ém, also pwopevov. It is the 
stream, it seems to me, not the pool which should roar. pwope- 
vov éri Aipvyy, “rushing on towards the lake.” 

8 zapzorviovs. Comp. Leon. Tar. 7. 3. (Anth. Jacobs.) 
efavereioe, I take to be an explanation of éfarddyce, a form 
of corruption of which this fragment presents several examples. 
éaragpo is not so strong as égarara. It means ‘ beguile,’ ‘ work 
upon,’ rather than actually deceive. 

9 I connect Kuwxvurdv with éfarddyce, not treueve, and there- 
fore place a comma at the end of 8, and a colon at the end of 
this verse. I would render, éx’ édpvor pedyoarra, ‘ smiling with 
a nod of assent,’ connecting éi with pedyoavra by tmesis. The 
expression is not very unlike, éx’ édpvo. vetoe Kpoviwv. Com- 
pare Hom. Hym. Cer. 357, 358, peiSyocev édpiow. I think 
Schweig. not unreasonably suspects dOéuiocrov. I read then 
addpacrov, an epithet of Hades. 

10 As there is here a transition to something quite different, 
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év trupt pev muovyav teGowpevor, év wupi 8 dupa 
oxAnpov, Tpirrotxots Seta pépov Kepadais, 

EvOev dodidwv peyadous dvéracey dvaxtas, 

"Aypwornv *paraxov vypa* AaBetv Budrov. 

ov pny ovd tus Myvys ayépacrov eOnxev 15 
Movgaios, Xapizwv npavos ’Avtiomny- 

9 *rodXdOv piorjow* ’EXevoivos mapa. réCav 
edacpov Kpudiwy éfepdpet Aoyiwy, 

‘Papiov *épyeiva vopod da ropmrevovca* 

*Anpntpds'* ywory & gore kai civ ’Atdy. 20 
dypi 5¢ *Bowwrynv, opov* drompoAurdvra péAabpov 

‘Hoiodov, raons npavov icropins, 

*"Acxpyy eicadixéobar* éxovd’ “EXixwvida Kdpnv: 

evOev oy’ “Hoinv pvdpevos ’Acxpaixyy 
TOAN’ éerabey macas dé Adywv aveypayaro BiBXouvs, 25 

tpvov *xai* rpurys raidds *ax’ dpxdpevos.* 

14. poaraxod mvetpa. 17. te wodvprvyotryow. 19. dpyiwv. 
ib. dvépw darrourviovga. 20. Anpnrpa. 21. kai Bowrov. Cod. 
V. pédabpov. Schweig. pérAabpa. 23. ’Acxpaiwy écixerOar. 
26. éx. ib. dvapxdpevos. Schweig. dvapydpevos. 


I read dAAa for 7dé. 75€ arose from wrongly connecting Kwxvrov 
with timéueve. 

11 Herm. seems to have had Od. 9. 327, 328 in his mind. 

12 ¢épov is to be referred to BA€upa in 10. 

14 paraxdv vyxxa. This gives a good sense; padraxod rvedua, a 
very poorone. Compare Phanocles /r. 2 (Anth. Jacobs.) dAAa 76 
Motpawv vy dAvtrov. For AaBetv I should prefer Aaxeiv, for I do 
not think AaBeiy can by itself have the sense of ‘ receiving again,’ 
which seems to be required here. 

17 pvornow and épyedva are due toGaisford. oAAdv, ‘often 
times.’ Antiope, I understand, led tne chant, which she had 
learnt from the mystic oracles. 

19 By vopot Anunrpds I understand the sacred enclosure, or 
téwevos. ‘Accompanying the hierophant through the sacred 
enclosure of Demeter.’ 

21-23 Whether you connect Bowrév with ‘Hoiodov or péAabpov 
an unsatisfactory sense, and not in harmony with the facts, is 
produced. I read then Bowryv, connecting with “Acxpyy, which 
I read for ‘Acxpaiwy, and cicadixéo Oat, metri gratia, while I supply 
odov after Bowryv. ‘1 say that Hesiod leaving his home came 
to the Boeotian Ascra.’ So reading éxov’ presents no difficulty. 

25 There is no such word as dvapxdmevos. I read then as 
above, 2.¢. apxopevos tyvwv aro watdds. 1 change éx to xai, for xai 


s 2 


avros 8 otros dodos, ov éx Ads aloa dvddooe 

*xydurrov*® ravrwv Saipova povcoToAuyr, 
*Nerriv® eis “Oaxny dvereivero Oeios “Ounpos 

Qa n~ 9 4 

wojow muvurys eivexa IIqvedorns 30 
qv 8a wOAAG Tabby GAlynv *évvacoato*® vacov 

moAXov an’ etpeins *Aevropévnv® warpisos’ 
éxAaev 8’ "Ixdpou re yéevos Kat Snpov “ApvxAov 

Y 4 297 e 4 4 

Kat Srdpryv, Siwy amropevos wabéuv. 
Mipveppos dé rov ydbv Os evpero toAXdOv avarAas 35 

NXoV, kat padaxov *arvetpa To* Tevrapeérpov, 
xalero pev Navvods, rodup 8 éri woAAaxe AwTe 

*xnpwbeis*® xwopovs *oretye* cuvegaviwv. 
nxOee 5’ “EppoBrov rov det Bapwv, nde PepexAnv 

€xOpov pronoas, todd’ erepipev ern. 40 
Avdns 8 ’Avripayos *Avocwdeos* éx péev Epwros 

‘ a en 9 Ff A 

mAnyets, TaxrwA0ou pedp’ éreBn rorapov. 
*Aapdavin*® 5¢ Oavotoav td Eqpny Oro yatav 

kAaiwv, *xal digouv* 7AGev amrompoduTov 


28. ndirrov. 29. Aerrnv 8’. Schweig. Aerryv y’. 31. évevdocero. 
32. Aeuropevos. 36. rvedp’ aro. Heringa. rvedua to. 38. xvypwlbeis. 
Gaisf. xnuwheis. 1b. oiye cvvegaptn. Schweig. cvvegaviwv. 41. 
Avonidos. 43. Aapdavyn. 44. Cod. V. xadAiwy alfaov dipAGev, edd. 
xadXiov’ igaov dnbev. Schweig. xrAalwv, aidfwv 8’ 7rAGev. 


is quite appropriate. Ruhnken observes: Hermesianax finxit 
Hesiodum singularum heroinarum, quas recenseret, hymnum ab 
amicae nomine, ‘Hoty, vel 4 oi, incepisse. 

28 xydiorov. Ruhnken reads xvdicrov, but from his note I 
judge that the true reading is xkydiorov. xKydirros, bs padiorra 
xndeds €or. See Eur. Jon 487. So Hesych. (ap. Ruhnk.) 
Kyoto.’ ppovturtixwtato.. 1.€. wAElotyv ppovtioa Exovres. 

29 Cod. V. has 8’ after Aerryv. It is right to leave it out but 
not to replace it by y’, which has no business here. 

29 dvereivero’ contendit, Ruhnk. 

31 There is no such word as eicvaiw, I read then éwdocaro. 

32 Aeropevnv. I understand, falling far short of his broad 
fatherland. Schweig. renders zoAAdv Aewopevos, longe remotus. 
ToA\Xov Aetropévnv seems to me to give the better sense. 

41 No one seems to be able to make anything of Avovidos. I 
therefore conjecture Avacddeos, which connected with gpwros gives 
a good sense. 

43 I understand Lyde to have died in the city of Dardania, 
which was situated on the slopes of Ida. By Siow dxpyy I 
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axpav és KoXogava’ youv 5 éverAjcato BiBXovs 45 
ipas, €k TavTos Tavodpevos Kauarov. | 

AéoBios ’AAxaios 5 récous avedégaru xwpovs, 
Saroits poppilwy ipepoevra rodbov, 

yryvéoxes. 6 8 dodds anddvos jpdoad’, tuvwv 
Tyiov ddyeivwy avdpa toAvdpadin, 50 

*rov pedtypov'* Kat yap *77* epwpidAno’ ’Avaxpetwv 
*orehAopern* ToAAais duprya Aco Bidor. 

goira 8’ adXore pév Acirwv Sapov, ddAdore 8 avrnv 
olyypny *doupet* KexAwevnv zrarpida, 

AéoBov és *edBorpuv* 76 dé *vypcrov® ciowde Aéxrov 55 
moAXAdxis AioAtKod KUpatos avrurépas. 


45. axpov. Schweig. dxpav. 46. iepds. Schweig. ipds. 51. xat 
yap tyv 6 pedtxpos. 52. oredromevyv. 54. Aodpw. Schweig. 


“ e7 


Sovpi. 55. evowov. 54. prpiov. Schweig. 54 piov. 


understand Ida. The Scholiast to J//. 14, 284 assigns three 
peaks to Ida, Aéxrov, Tdpyayov, Pardxpy. But Lectum was on 
the sea, at some distance from the main body of the mountain, 
and probably a good deal lower than the other two peaks. 
I think then Herm. might call Ida dégoos, not counting Lectum. 
difovv approaches more to the aifaov of Cod. V. than to the tfaoy 
of the edd. Perhaps however Dindyma is intended. Schol. 
Ap. Rhod. 1, 94. Aivdupov ... . da 7 Sudvpous pacrois év aire 
dvyjxew, as pyar Prootépavos, ovTw mpocayopevOév. Had we the 
Lyde of Antimachus all would be clear. 

51 Analogy requires the dat. rather than the acc. with 
éhouAd, and it is so actually construed by Nonnus (vid. Lid. 
and Scott s.v.). {I therefore read rp, and place pedtypds in the 
acc. at the beginning of the verse connecting with 50. Comp. 
95, 96. | 

58 Aeirwv. Schweig. notes: edd. zpoArtwv. This seems more 
harmonious, but perhaps it is better to read Acixwv with the 
Cod. V. 

54 I do not think a short vowel can be lengthened vi 
caesurae. I read then doped, v. Lid. and Scott s.v. ddpv. 

55 I read evBortpyy, of which I regard evowos as an ex- 
planation. evowvos is only found elsewhere in Strabo p. 241, for 
in Leon. Tar. 13. 5 (Anth. Jacobs.) we should read oivys re for 
Kevoivov. pupiov I regard as an explanation of vyprrov, and 
not altogether a bad one. But though you can say pupiov 
dxos you cannot say pupiov Aéxrov. Comp. Ap. Rhod. 3. 1288, 
vypira Tavpwv ixvia paorevwv, ‘following the huge impressions of 
the feet of the bulls.’ You could not say pupia tye. 


*abris* 8 x Dias: ee es Kodévy 


*eirwv® év tpayixats 75€ xoporraciats 


Baxxov xat rov* “Epov*, *yipq 5¢ @ewpidos* _ 
~vunvve Zeds Gropey Xodoxrel. 60 
pypi S& xdxeivov Tov det repvAaypevov dvdpa, 
*78 draXav® picos xropevoy *éf dvuxav* 
mwdoas audi yuvatxas, bro oKoALoto TuTévTa. 
rofov vuKrepuvas ox drobéc6’ dduvas. 
GANG Maxedovins macas xaréviocaro Navpas 65 
*Alyeav pebérwv* ‘Apxedew® yaperny®™ 
eiooxe *xai* Saipwv Biperidy etpev oAcOpov 
dui Biov, orvyvav ayridcavre Kuvov. 


57. atOis. Schweig. ’ArOis. 58. Aelrovo’. 59. “Epwra. 1d. 
yepaBeapedos. 62. Kat wavrwv. Jacobs. 75 dmadav. ib. é 
auvoxav, Jacobs é€ évvyav. 66. ’Apyefwv. West. Alyeuy. 16. 
peOerev 8 tb. rapinv. 67. xai not in MSS. Schweig. supplies rox. 
68. Biov. | 


57 There is clearly a Jacuna before this verse of one or more 
distichs. It seems rash then to correct ’ArGis. 

58 It should be Acizwy not Acirovo’, for it is Sophocles not the 
bee that Jeaves Colonus. Both KéAwvos and KoAwvy are in use, 
Dem. 21. 64. BAdorparov rov KoAwvnGer. 

59 For “Epwra which is contra metrum I read *Epov, a form 
which rarely means the god, but comp. Hes. Theog. 120, and 
Callim. Ep. iv. 2. (Anth. Jacobs.) Also Antagoras (ap. Diog. 
Laert. 4. 5. 16) v. 2. For dydiBoynrov inv. 1 I would read 
dpdionrov. Comp. Soph. Ant. 376. That yepePecapedos means 
y7p% Gewpidos and that 8’ has dropped out seems certain. Comp. 
Ath. 592. a, where Nicias says of Sophocles: 78) yépwv 
ay npacOn Dewpidos rHs éraipas. But I suspect 59, 60, are 
not consecutive, and that there is a larger lacuna than appears. 

65 By Aavpas I understand the mountain glades, where 
Kuripides accompanied his mistress, as she wandered through 
them with the other women the votaries of Bacchus. I do not 
see how rapinv can be used of a mistress or a wife. I read then 
yapernv in 66, and also peférwy, which seems to me more elegant 
than péderev 5’. 

67 «ai would easily disappear after ciodxe. 

68 cAcOpov dpi Biov, is the same as, 6\eOpov Biov, just as 
petoros acpi yovaixas in 62, is the same as, picos yuvacxav. For 
construction of dvridcavre comp. Theognis 1308. I find however 
a difficulty in the daizwv not being the actual cause of the. 
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dvépa 8 rov Kubépnbev dveOpepavro riPnvat, 
*Baxyelouv* Awrod murrdratov Tapinv, 70 

*Movoas* raidevevra Pird§evor, ofa TiwaxGeis 
*’Opruyins xrewns* HAG 5a. 7rdALos. 

yryvwokets diovea péyav wdOov, dv T'adareins 
*airds THs GAins*® Onxaé’ vo *rpoyevois,* 

otaba S€ kat rov dowddv, dv EvpurvAou roAujrac 75 
KGor xdAxeov Onxav, iro wAaravw 

Burrida podrmrdlovra Bony, wepi *ravri*® PuAnrav 
*hyparc™ cal wacav *yevopevos* Aadujv. 


70. Bdxxov cai. 71. Motoa. 72. dpvyp ravrys. 74. adrois 
pendrgiots. 1b. mpoyovos. TT. wdvra. 78. pypara. ib. pudpevos. 


catastrophe, and I think, dvria Oeis oxvAdkwv, ‘having thrown 
him in the way of the dogs,’ would be more spirited and more 
consistent with etpey in 67. An expl. xvvév may have affected 
the text. dvria beis would be readily corrupted to dvridcets leading 
to avridoavee. 

69 Perhaps we should read dvyp 8 ov x«.r.X., and in 70, 71, 
mororatos tapins, | Movoiv éxmdidevxpa PiAdgéevos «.7.A. Nurses 
from Cythera, because Philoxenus was carried captive as a child 
from Cythera to Athens. 

70 dAwrod rapinv I understand, but not Baxxov rapinv. Badxyetos 
Awros refers to his dithyrambic poems. Comp. Critias Fr. 1. 11. 
(Bergk) Kapes GAds rapia. 71 Clearly Movoats should be read. 

72 Comp. Strabo p. 639: xaiy 'Oprvyia dvarperés dAcos...év- 
Tava yap prlevovor THV AoxEiav Kal THY Tpopov THY ’Oprvyiav. And 
p. 640: 9 pév Anto oxnrrpov éxovoa, 7 8’ 'Opruyia raperrynkev 
éxarépa TH xelpt waidiov €xovoa. I do not doubt then that Herm. 
had in his mind this Asiatic Ortygia, and supposed the nymph 
Ortygia (a personification of the island of Delos), the nurse of 
Apollo and Artemis, to be the eponym of the island Ortygia, the 
site of the original Syracuse. ’Oprvyins xAewyns, was I conceive 
corrupted to, dpvy7 xetvys, leading to ravrys, for xeivns would be 
altogether indefinite. By ravrys Ruhnken understands Colophon, 
no doubt rightly. But what has Colophon to do here ? 

74 Comp. Ath. p. 6. f. (referred to by Ruhnken) rév pév 
Aiovvoov KixAwra troorjcapevos, tiv .8 avdAnrpida Tadaredav, 
éavtov 5’ ’Odvocéa. I understand then ; which he himself put 
forth as the passion inspired by the sea-nymph Galatea of old. 
i.e. he represented himself under the character of Ulysses in love 
with Galatea. 

77, 78 I think Herm. had in his mind Od. 23. 159-162. ds 
6 ore Tis xpvodv meptxeverar dpyvpw avyp | idpis, dv "Hdaoros 
dédaev cat TadAds ’AOyvy | réxvnv wavtoiny, xaplevra, 8é épya TeAecet, | 


*od piv 008 * sroco oxAnpov Biov *éorevoavro* 


dvOpwruv *oxorinv® pawpevor copinv 80 
obs abriy rept *ruxva® Adyos eodiygaro pitts 
*Snvauj, pvotav*® xidos éxove’ *aperys,* 
ov’ *oi Sevov* "Epwros drectpépavro xvdoruor, 
* uatvopevov Ketvov® 8 HAPov bd’ Hvioxov. 
oin pev Sdpuov pavin xarednoe Oeavors 85 
TlvOaydpny, éXikwv Koppa yewperpins 
cipopevov’ Kat xvKAov, Soov mepiBddXerar aiOyp, 
Bap *évi* apaipn wavr’ *dropagdpevoy* 
ow 5 éxdinver, Sv *expav é€oxov dAAwv* 
dvOpwrwv elvar Swxpdryn év codty, 96 
79. ob88 piv of8’. Gaisf. od pv 088. 1b. eorjoavro. 80. 
axodiyv. 81. muxpd. 82. nai devy pvOwv. 1b. dpern. 83. oldev sv. 
Schweig. of8’ aivdv. 84. qdawopevor, Sevdv. 88. Bins év. Schweig. 
Bay év. 1b. droraccdpevov. Ruhbnk. dropacodpuevov. 89. e£oxov 


éxpiv roAA@v. 


bs pev TO mepixeve Xap Keparyv Te Kat wpovs. I read then as 
above. Aad, as Ruhnken tells us, is to be understood here 
in bonam partem as if it were orwpvdty, What he means is 
well illustrated by the epigram on Menander (Adespota 561. 3, 4. 
Anth. Jacobs.) atrat xai Xdpires cot dupyoavro, Mévavipe | 
orwpvAov evoroxinv Spdpacw évOéuevac. 

79 éorevoavro. ‘have given themselves up to.’ éorycavro, can 
hardly be right. 

80 oxorinv seems to me the word required. Compare Strabo 
640, where Sxdra épya has been corrupted to oxodArd épya, 7 no 
doubt first becoming 71. 

81 I read zuxva, for mxpa neut. pl., which alone will scan, 
gives no sense. 

82, 88 I render: whom hoary prudence herself fenced round 
closely with arguments, she who has under her care the votaries 
of virtue. Corruption of dyvay to dev led to intrusion of kal, 
and change of dperijs to dpern. pvOwv however you read gives no 
satisfactory sense. 

84 pawouevov seems to me to be a certain correction, and in 
my judgment involves the change of Sevéy to xeivov. 

88 Bary évi, seems to me more harmonious than Bary év, nor 
does Herm. so far as we can judge favour such hiatuses. Here 
too the aorist cipduevos in 87 seems to me to require 
GTropagsdfLevov. 

89 éfoxov d\Awv not éfoxov roAXGv, is the correct expression. 
Corruption to zoAAGyv led to the positions of ¢éoxov and éxpyv being 
reversed, 
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Kvzpts pyviovea rupos peve’ *nv® dé *Badeinv*® 
*Wuynv xovporepais* éerdvno *aviats* 

oixi’ és "Aozatons rwAevpevos, ovde TL TEKMAD 
efpe Adywv ToAXods eipdpevos Siddovs. 

dvdpa Kvupnvaiov 8’ eiow 1d0os eoracev ‘IoOpov 95 
Sewvov' 3 xariBavns Aaidos npacaro, 

ofvs ’Apiorurmos, macas 8 Hvyvaro Aécyxas 
hevywv, *ovdapivov 7’* eLepopnoe *Biov.* 


91. éx. ib. Babetns. 92. yyns Kovdhorépas eerdvyc’ avias. 
94. Adyw. Schweig. fors. Adywv. 96. 6 7’ ’Amdavas. 98. 
ovdapévoy (om. 7’). 16. Biw. 


91, 92 fv, his. éfexdvnce, wore out. This is a sense of éx- 
awovew, which only seems to occur in the passive (see Lidd. and 
Scott s.v. 9). But the sense obtained is so satisfactory that I 
venture to suppose a similar use of the active. 

96 Sevov that powerful and subtle reasoner. xdazfavys, I can 
produce no authority for dmiavos in the sense of ‘indocile’ (as I 
here understand it), but in Xen. Oec. 13. 9, I find: dvOparovs 
S éore wiPavwréepovs mroveiy Kai Adyw. 1.€. one can make man more 
docile by reasoning. If then ri@aves can mean ‘docile,’ why not 
diOavos in the sense of ‘indocile?’ I do not think ’Amdarjs can 
be understood in the sense of Peloponnesian or defended. 

98 Ruhnken, rightly directing us to connect ¢gevywv with 
qvyvaro, adds: reliquis alii medicinam faciant. It does not 
seem very difficult to read ovdayiwov Biov with Schweig. (for so 
he understands, though he retains ovdazévoy and Bi in his text), 
and then all that is needed is to understand éfeddpnce rightly, as 
he enables us to do by his version, where we find: nugatoriam 
edidit vitam. 


. 


ADDITIONS AND CORRECTIONS 


Soph. Zrach. 607. Dele: and in 571—read épxadv. 


Soph. Phil. Between 1337, 1393, insert: 1385. I would 
read : & oot y’ 6p@ Kad’ as éuot reAovpeva. The MS. reading ap. 
Dindorf is xaAds 6pa, but Lid. and Scott (8.v. xadds) refer to a 
reading xda\’ 6p@, I suppose from some MS., but no doubt a 
correction. 


Eur. Med. 641. For: interpolated ; read: imitated. 
Eur. Hip. 1300-1302. For ris ofjs—1304: read: ras os 


yvvatxos olorpov 7 Tots Kumpidos x.7.X. 
Eur. Andr. 567. Omit : and rowode. 


Kur. Andr. 990-994. For: OP.—itBpice: read: OP. wy Tov 
hoBnOys: eis eu’ av6’ dv UBpiwe «.7.rA.: and omit: (ds is the MS. 
reading). 


Eur. Orest. 6, 7. For: (ap. Photium): read: (ap. Photium 
Cod. ccl. p. 1325. Rouen ed. of 1653). 


Eur. Orest. 241. For: yee ye MevéAews: read: yee y éuov 
kat cov x.7.A.: and add : MevéAaos I regard as an explanation. 


Eur. Suppl. 655-659. Substitute at end of note: I would 
read then Aipxys mpos 6x$ov and connect with 659 thus: Aipxys 
mpos dxOov éoroAopevov Sopi: and add: I thought that ’Iopynov 
pointed to an original ’Iopyvov, but I am now convinced that it 
is entirely due to the interpolator, and that the second battle as 
well as the first was supposed to take place on the banks of the 
Dirce.. I will take this opportunity of correcting Phoen. 826, 
827, where I would read: yxAoeporpddov a re médov | tporap 
"Iopnvos aradevet. 


Heracl. 689. Dele and read instead : I would read: dA)’ ox 
éAaccov dpiOuos ov paxovuefa. Yet for all that I will none the 


Cd BASF IFALAZ AAV SAIN WYLIE £2 LVN 


less fight as an accessory: (see Lid. and Scott s.v. dpibuds (6) 
and comp. 997). Corruption of this to, dAX’ obx éAdaaoo’ dpb pov 
ovv paxovpeba, led I suppose to what we read. 


Iph. A. p. 237 1. 11 from top. For: x«déra—yapw: read: 


xareita MevéXew "pe otparnAateiv xaptv. 


Iph. A. 1199. Add to note : Observe however the incorrect use 
of wpo in the sense of otvexa in 1201. ydpw can be so used but 
“not mpd. Compare Soph. £7. 540. apo necessarily implies, “ for 
the benefit of.” 


Iph. A. p. 256. Add to end of notes: 1459-1467 would then 
read thus: OA. ris od’ clow déwv mpiv p’ dpéfacBar Kopns ; KA. 
éyo, perd ye cov—I®. py ov y' ov Kxadds Adyets. KA. rérdwv 
éxonévn, 8. pipy’, noi, pyrep, miod. KA. & réxvov, otxe ; 
Id, wai wadw y' ov py podrdw. KA. Acroioa pytép’; IP. ads Spas 
y', ovx dfiws. KA. axes, py me TpoAImys. IB. odk éw orafev 
ddxpv. 

MevéAews (trisyllable). No MS. example occurs except in 
Orestes 18. But there I think we should read: xai MevéAews ov, 
"Aeporns Kpjoons dro. pytpos I regard as an expl. My infer- 
ence would be then, that this verse was altered after the time of 
the grammarian, to whom we owe the disappearance of Mevédews 
(tris.) from our texts. 


&. CLAY AND SONS, LTD., BREAD ST. HILL, E.C., AND BUNGAY, SUFFOLK. 
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